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FIRST AVENUE HOTEL, 
High Holborn, W.C. LONDON. 


Very convenient for solicitors and clients visiting 
London, Opposite Chancery-lane, and a few doors 
from ‘*‘ Tube’ Station. A most comfortable first- 
class hotel for families and gentlemen. Quiet 
bedrooms with private bath-rooms adjoining, over- 
looking Gray’s-inn Gardens. Moderate tariff; no 
charge for attendance. Best hotel garage in London, 
free to visitors. Telegrams: ‘ Firavtel, London.” 


GORDON HOTELS, LIMITED. 
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Current Topics. 


The ‘‘ Talking Judge.’’ 


How MANY, we wonder, of the brethren of the Lord Chief Justica 
will appreciate his declaration at Birmingham last week that “ there 
is no greater nuisance than a talking judge.” The learned speaker 
was doubtless right in saying that a judge should let counsel know 
the points he considers important, since by doing so he saves time. 
But it would be interesting to know how many of the judges of the 
present day restrict themselves to this interposition, and in how many 
courts counsel is allowed to deliver a consecutive argument. There 
was once a judge—Sir James STIRLING —who exactly fulfilled the 
Lord Chief Justice’s criterion. When he became a member of a 
division of the Court of Appeal renowned for “ talkiness,” it was 
refreshing to see him sitting back in his chair silent except for the 
purpose of indicating to counsel the point to be argued or of settling 
with a short remark the question on which his noisy brethren were 
engaged. Alas, that he has.so few judicial imitators ! - 


The Punishment of Death in France. 


SoME TIME ago the jurors during the second session of the court 
of assize in Paris took occasion, before separating after the dis- 
charge of their duties, to draw up a letter addressed to the 
Ministry asking that the punishment of de&th, which has never 
been abolished, should in future be enforced. Similar requests 
had already been made by juries in the districts of the Seine and 
in a number of the different j partments, and these requests 
to be supported to a large extent by the opinion of the publi 
No doubt appears to exist as to an alarming increase in the cases of 
murder and attempt at murder in France, and the punishment of 
bard labour is apparently no sufficient deterrent against these 
crimes. It may be argued that some new punishment other than 
the penalty of death may be devised, but it is difficult to find any 
excuse for the action of the President and Ministry, who habitu- 
ally interfered to save a criminal from execution, and thus usurped 
the authority of Parliament, which had not taken steps to amend 
the law. A commission to inquire into a reform of criminal 
procedure has already reported in favour of the maintenance of 
the punishment of death, but requiring it to be carried out in 
private ; and we now read that in the Chamber of Deputies the 





proposal to abolish the death penalty has been defeated by a large 
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majority. A policy of obstruction in the Chamberof Deputies had 
previously prevented any amendment of the law in accordance 
with the above-mentioned report. In the meantime crime con 
tinues to increase, and the modification of the verdicts of juries 
cannot but afford enrouragement to the most dangerous of male- 
factors. It cannot be denied that there is much difference of 
Opinion in this country as to the proper degree of leniency in 
the punishment of criminals, but the strong sense and experience 
of the executive and the majority of our criminal judges has 
hitherto prevented any undue relaxation in the repression of 
zermme. ’ 


The New Workmen’s Compensation Rules. 


THE NEW Workmen’s Compensation Rules which we printed 
last week (ante, p. 101) reached us too late for comment at the time. 
Rule 1 makes an addition to rule 33 (1) of the rules of 1907 so as 
to render it clear that that rule, which prescribes how parties to an 

‘arbitration may appear, shall apply to all arbitrations under the 
-Act. The rule was also deficient in respect of the provision that a 
party might appear by an officer or member of a society with which 
he was connected (paragraph (7) ). It is now also provided that, in 
case of death‘resulting fromt heinjury, an officer or member of asociety 
with which the deceased was connected may appear on behalf of his 
dependants. Under paragraph 9 of Schedule II. to the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, it is required that, where the amount of 
compensation is ascertained by agreement, a memorandum of the 
agreement shall be forwarded to the registrar to be recorded by 
him, but he may refuse to record it on the ground of the inadequacy 
of the amount or for other specified causes. Registrars have found 
difficulty in obtaining the information necessary to enable them to 
decide whether a memorandum can properly be recorded, and rules 
2 and 4 provide for such information being furnished to them. 
Under rule 2 the memorandum must be accompanied by a state- 
ment in the scheduled form of particulars of the injury and the 
workman’s earnings; and rule 4 supplements rule 49 of the 
rules of 1907, which empowers the registrar to make inquiries, 
by requiring the parties to the agreement to answer the inquiries 
‘and give information. Rule 3 deals with a point of practice which 
has arisen in respect of the custody of the agreement. The. regis- 
trar is to be entitled to have the original agreement produced so as 
to-satisfy himself that it hasbeen duly executed, but he is not to 
“be enti to retain it, where a memorandum is sent for recording. 
A difficulty as to costs has arisen in consequence of these being 
frequently taxable under Seale A, which does not allow a fee for 
‘advising on evidence, or fees te expert witnesses, although these are 
usually incurred. To get them allowed it has been necessary to tax 
the whole costs on Scale B. Rule 6 of the new rules meets this by 
enabling these fees to be allowed by special order when the taxation 
is-ander Scale A, in the same manner as if it were under Scale B. 
‘And finally, rule 7 of the rules of 1907, with respect to the 
appearance of parties under disability and partners, and rule 33, 
as to appearance by parties generally, which have hitherto 
applied only to arbitrations, are, by rule 7 of the new rules, applied 
toall proceedings under the Act. This, as is pointed out in the 
memorandum accompanying the new rules, will enable persons 
interested in infants to apply to the court under Schedule L., 
paragraph 9, for the variation of orders or awards as regards 


apportionment of the compensation. 


Married Women and Bankruptcy. 


THE POSITION of a married woman in regard to bankruptcy has 
formed the subject of an interesting decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Re Simon (reported elsewhere). Previously to the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, a married woman was not amenable 
to the bankruptcy law (£z parte Holland, 9 Ch. 307), but section 
145) of that altered the law to a certain extent. “ Every mar- 
ried’ woman carrying on a trade separately from her husband shall, in 
respect of ‘her separate property, be subject to the bankruptcy laws 
in Che same way as if she were a feme sole.” Hence to be amenable 
to‘fenkruptcy the married woman must carry on a trade separately 
from her husband, and she is then amenable, though only in respect 
of her separate property. In the present case it was contended 
that a married woman who owned 2 business,and provided the capital, 
Wes no% carrying it on separately from her husband if he was 





her manager, and some colour for this is perhaps furnished 
by Re Helsby (1 Manson, 12). But the point was really 
disposed of by the Court of Appeal in Re Worsley (1901, 1 K. B, 
309), where, as in the present case, the husband Was an undis. 
charged bankrupt, and it was held that the fact that he took some 
part in the management of the business did not exclude the sepa 
rate carrying on of the business by the wife. Similarly in the 
present case the wife carried on the business separately, notwith- 
standing that she employed her husband to manage it. The 
separation is required as to the proprietorship of the business, 
not as to the actual performance of work in connection with 
it. It was further contended that to render the married 
woman liable to be made bankrupt she must have separate 
estate at the time when the receiving order is made, 
But the statute does not say this; all that it provides 
is that the property to be administered in bankruptcy must be her 
separate estate. Accordingly in the present case the Court of 
Appeal rejected both grounds on which it was sought to set aside 
the receiving order. 


Succession Duty and Accelerated Successions. 


THE DECISION of the House of Lords in Earl of Buchan v. Lord 
Advocate (reported elsewhere) was concerned with the methods of 
disposition applicable to an entailed estate under Scotch law. 
But it also illustrates the impossibility of a life tenant and his 
successor so dealing with an estate as to avoid the incidence to 
succession duty which arises on the death of the former. The 
liability to the duty is imposed by sections 2 and 10 of the 
Succession Duty Act, 1853, the former defining “succession,” and 
the latter specifying the duties payable in respect of a succession 
as so defined. But under section 20 the duty-is not payable until 
the successor becomes entitled in possession to his succession. 
Succession duty may thus be already incident to settled property, 
although not presently payable, and section 15 of the Act pro- 
vides for cases where the interests in the land have been varied 
before the succession, as originally fixed, has occurred. This may 
be done either by alienation, whether of the entire estate or of the 
remainder only, or by the acceleration of the remainder. The 
former case is dealt with by the second clause of section 15, 
and it has been settled that alienation does not affect . the 
original claim to duty on the death of the tenant for life, 
even though before that event happens the alienee has died 
and succession duty has become payable in respect of this new 
title: Wolverton v. Attorney-General (1898, A. C. 535); Duke of 
Norihumberland vy. Attorney-General (1905, A. C. 406), overruling 
Re Cooper & Allen (4 Ch. D. 802). There is no warrant in the 
Act, Lord HERSCHELL observed in Wolverton v. Attorney-General, 
for the view that a succession once created can, by the act of the 
successor, cease to exist, and another succession be substituted for it. 
And the case of the acceleration of the succession is dealt with by 
the third clause of section 15, which provides that “ where the 
title to any succession shall be accelerated by the surrender or ex- 
tinction of any prior interests, then the duty thereon shall be pay- 
able at the same time and in the same manner as such duty would 
have been payable if no such acceleration had taken place.” In 
the present case the late Earl of BUCHAN and his eldest son disposed 
of entailed estates in.Scotland in such a manner that the Earl ceased 
to be entitled to his life interest, and the son became immediately 
entitled in possession free from the entail. The earl lived for thirty 
years after this had been done, but there had been an “ extinction ” 
of his estate, and a consequent acceleration of the succession, within 
the meaning of section 15, and accordingly when his death occurred 
the duty became payable. 


English Marriage and Indian Domicil. 


THE CASE of Venugopal Chetti v. VenugopalChetti, reported in 
the Times of December 8, is a case of a hind similar to Ugden v. 
(gden (1908, P. 46), and raising questions quite as important. 
In Ogden v. Ugden the marriage in England of a domiciled 
Englishwoman with a domiciled Frenchman was held by the 
Court of Appeal to be valid in English law, notwithstanding 
that by the law of the husband’s domicil the marriage was 
invalid for want of the consent of the husband's fathor+this 


| being part of the ceremony of marriage, and not a matter 
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affecting the personal capacity of the parties. In Venugopal 
Chetti v. Venugopal Chetti the questions before Sir GoRELL 
BarNes related to the effect in England of a marriage con- 
tracted here between a domiciled Englishwoman and a British 
subject domiciled in India. The husband was a Hindu who, after 
marrying and living with an English girl, deserted her, and the 
wife now asked for a judicial separation. The husband resisted this 
on the ground that no valid marriage had taken place, and alleged 
that by the law of his domicil he was under a personal incapacity 
to contract a marriage with an Englishwoman here. The judgment 
of the President (which is of considerable length) can only be proper!. 
appreciated if it be borne in mind that the defect in the Frene 
case related to the formalities of the marriage ceremony, whilst 
the defect in the present case related to legal incapacity of the 
husband, and also if it be borne in mind that the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in Ogden v. Ogden was delivered by. Sir GORELL 
BARNES. ithe judgment now delivered is in favour of the wife, 
and decides that the marriage is valid, notwithstanding the per- 
gonal incapacity of the husband under Indian law. 


The Importance of Domicil in the Law of 
Marriage. 

IN ONE respect the value of the judgment as a clear-cut decision 
is impaired by its resting primarily on a question of fact. It is, 
apparently, extremely difficult to discover exactly what is the law 
of the husband’s domicil with respect to his capacity to contract 
marriage with a Christian, and the evidence of experts taken in India 
and given before the court here was entirely a matter of opinion, the 
question never having been raised in India. The President said : 
“Upon the evidence, therefore, I am unable to find, as a fact, that 
the law in India is in favour of the respondent on this point. . .. . 
But even supposing it to be the law of India that this marriage, 
though binding in this country, would not be regarded as binding in 
India, it remains to be considered what is the correct view of the law 
of England with regard to the validity of the marriage.” The 
question is then dealt with on the footing of the husband’s view 
of the law of India being correct, and the conclusion is reached 
that the present case must be governed by the decision of Lord 
HANNEN in Sottomayer v. De Barros (5 P. D. 94). In that case the 
questions of law were argued before the questions of fact. were 
tried; and on the assumption that both parties were domiciled 
abroad, the Court of Appeal held the marriage to be invalid in 
England, as. being so by the law of Portugal, the domicil 
of the parties: see 3 P. D. 1. But on the question of 
fact coming on to be dealt with, it appeared that the hus- 
band was domiciled in England, and Lord HANNEN held that 
the decision of the Court of Appeal did not apply under the altered 
circumstances, and the marriage was therefore declared valid. The 
Court of Appeal had expressly said (pp. 6, 7): “ Our opinion on 
this appeal is confined to the case where both the contracting parties 
are, at the time of their marriage, domiciled in a country the laws of 
which prohibit their marriage,” and that their judgment could not 
be “relied on as an authority for setting aside a marriage between 
a foreigner and an English subject domiciled in England, on the ground 
of any personal incapacity not recognized by the ~ of this country.” 
This is an important qualification of the general doctrine (p. 5) 
“that the question of personal capacity to enter into any contract is 
to be decided by the law of domicil,” Looking at the language 
used in the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Ogden v. Ugden 
(supra), apart from the actual decision, it seems likely that the 
decision of Lord HANNEN in Sottomayer v. De Barros (supra), and 
the decision in the recent case before Sir GORELL BARNEs, would be 
upheld in the Court of Appeal, and the importance of domicil in the 
law of marriage somewhat further diminished. 


The Supreme Court for China and Corea. 


ENGLISH LAWYERS will read with pleasure the testimony of 
an American in favour of a court which our Government has 
established in one of the most important of the treaty ports of 
China. The procedure of this court is described in a recent 
number of the American Law Review, which goes on to say: 
“The administration of the law by British courts has won the 
respect and admiration of the entire Eastern community—native 
as well as foreign. British courts, as well as British lawyers, 
whose lofty standard of dignity and honour exacted by the 


sentiment of their professional corps one cannot but admire, hold 
undisputed pre-eminence. The perfect probity, and the common 
sense, amounting to genius, which characterize the enforcement 
of the law through the medium of British courts, resulting in 
hard-headed square decisions, impartial, unsentimental and 
sound, has powerfully added to that indubitable ige which 
enables John Bull to ‘bestride the narrow: world like a 
Colossus.’ The absolute confidence universally felt ‘and freely 
expressed by the Briton, not only in ‘the integrity but in 
the justice, of his courts, is unique and contagi Needless to 
say it is fully merited. There is no more dignified and respected 
foreign institution in China than his Britannic Majesty's Supreme 
Court, and it is no small incentive to preferential extension of 
commercial favours to the Britisher to know that, should he violate 
his obligations, he may be called upon to account before an impartial 
court, deaf to the affiliations of blood, and im bly stern 
towards dishonesty and commercial immorality. Probably the most 
powerful factor in the British judicial system, which produces the 
impression of superiority of method over the jurisdiction ofall other 
nationalities, is the absence of appeal in criminal cases. A British 


subject committing a crime is arrested, arrai committed for trial, 
tried, convicted and sentenced, and there the matter ends.” The 
concluding passage in this article will cause i to watch 


with some anxiety the working of the Criminal Appeal Act. 


Courts of Summary Jurisdiction in New York. 
THERE HAVE been recently some complaints of the pressure 
of business in the London police courts, and the extent 
and population of the Metropolis and the long list of duties 
re by the islature upon the magistrates will easily 
account for some difficulties in the exercise of their jurisdiction. 
We gather, however, that things are much worse in the 
State of New York, The first session of the commission 
appointed to inquire into the manner in which justice is adminis. 
tered in the inferior courts of crimival jurisdiction in cities 
of the first class reports that the Court of Special Sessions 
in Manhattan and the Bronx is “about six t cases 
behind its work.” As a consequence of these arrears, the enforce- 
ment of the liquor tax and automobile s laws is practically 
nullified so far as this court is concerned. This arises from 
the fact that liquor tax cases, which involve the forfeiture of 
licences, are not reached until after the licence has expired, 
and the defendants in automobile cases frequently come up 
again before two or three previous cases against them have 
been disposed of. In the result it becomes necessary to class 
the last case as a first offence, although the penalty for a third 
offence may be imprisonment. Mr. OLMSTED, Justice of. the 
Court of Special Sessions, stated in his evidence that it would 
take six or seven months to clear up the bail cases alone, sup- 
posing that no other cases came in. Of the cases in arrear, one 
went back as far as 1906. Each justice, as a rule, sat for two 
months a and then hadamonth’s relief from his duties. 
He sat during five days in the week, except from the last week 
in June to the last week in Se ber, when he sat for three 
days only in a week. It will not be dispated that mo such 
delays exist in the English courts of summary jurisdiction, and. 


'we should be surprised if they are equalled in any European 


State. 
Right to Appear by Counsel in Inquiry as ta 
Value of Land Taken under Compulsory. 
Powers. , 
THE Hovsina, Town Planning, &c., Bill, which has just been” 
introduced by Mr. Burns, is apparently an extension of previotis. 
interference with the right of persons whose land is taken under’ 
compulsory powers to be represented by counsel upon an — 
concerning the value of their property, By section 2 (1) a Weal: 
authority may be authorized to purchase land ey for the 
purposes of the Ny ais Ram Act, ee by means 
submitted to the Local Government Board 
board in accordance with the Fifth Schedule to the Bill. nf) 
jure under section 2 for the com 
substituted for the procedure 





section 176 of the Public Health Act, 1875, as applied bj 
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to the Fifth Schedule, we find that it corresponds to the First 


Schedule of the Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1907, 
lirecti 


witnesses, but shall not, except in such cases as the board other- 
wise directs, hear counsel or expert witnesses. This provision 


will probably be defended by a reference to the heavy charges of 


expert witnesses and the necessity for curtailing as much as 

ible the expenses of these inquiries. The late Sir JAMES 
MATHEW endeavoured to introduce a similar practice in an Irish 
inquiry over which the Government had selected him to preside, 
but the experiment was generally regarded as a failure. The 
General Council of the Bar have already protested against the 
innovation, and we have no doubt that their views will be fully 
— in any discussion in committee upon the clauses of the 


The Avoue in France. 


THE SOLICITOR fills so important a position in this country, and the 
history of his profession is so well known that it is strange that 
more curiosity is not felt with regard to the agent who in France 
has similar tions to his clients. It would indeed appear that the 
avoué has greater privileges than the English solicitor, but there can 
be little doubt that, in spite of these privileges, he is inferior in social 
estimation to the members of the important fraternity of notaries. 
Their functions before 1789 were exercised by “ procureurs,” and 
the Revolution did little more than alter their name, leaving their 
| ee es unaffected. Avoués are appointed by the Government. 

ndidates must have attained the age of twenty-five and must 
produce a certificate of capacity and good conduct from the Society 
of Avouds. Service as clerks for a term of five years is also 
required. Their costs, regulated by a prescribed scale, are taxed 
by. the court, and they can in certain cases recover them in 
their own name from the opposite party. They are 
the legal representatives of the parties before the Court of 
Cassation, the courts of appeal, the State courts, and the courts 
of first instance. The employment of avoués is compulsory ; every 
suitor who fails to appoint an avoué is considered in default, even 

he is present in court when judgment is given against him. 
An avoué has the right of being heard and of conducting a case in 
correctional and criminal matters, and in interlocutory matters 
and references arising out of civil actions. He has also the right 
of pleading in courts where the number of advocates is insufficient 
to protect the interests of suitors. He is, however, prohibited 
from taking any part in proceedings before the commercial 
courts. 


Qualifications of Special Jurors. 


WE HAD recently (ante, p. 25) occasion to discuss the proper 
interpretation of section 6 of the Juries Act, 1870, by which “every 
man who shall be legally entitled to be called an esquire or shall be 
a person of higher degree, or shall be a banker or merchant, or who 
shall occupy a private dwelling-house rated or assessed to the 
poor rate or to the inhabited house duty on a value of not less than 
£100 shall be qualified and liable to serve on special 
juries.” We expressed an opinion that the overseers are too liberal 
in extending the popular meaning of the term “ merchant.” We now 
read that at a petty sessions held a few days ago at the Guildhall, 
to hear claims of exemption from jury service in the City of London, 
a firm of colonial merchants claimed to be on the special jury list as 
“merchants,” the value of the premises which they occupied not bein 
enough to bring each partner within the qualification. It was argu 
against this claim, first, that the applicants were not merchants, 
citing the definition in Stroud’s Judicial Dictionary ; and, 
secondly, that, having regard to the history of special jurors, a 
rental qualification, as well as the qualification of being a 
merchant, was necessary. The court decided in favour of the 
applicant, but intimated that in future strict proof of the qualifica- 
tion of ial jurors would be required. We understand that 
there is much dissatisfaction in the City as to the mode in which 

ial jurors are selected, and we should be glad if an authorita- 
tive decision could be given as to the meaning of “ merchant” at 


that any question of disputed compensation shall be 
determined by a single arbitrator appointed by the Local Govern- 
ment Board, and that the person holding the inquiry shall hear 


Mr. Frederic Harrison and the Recent Case of 
Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of Railway 
Servants. 

THE LETTER addressed to the Times by Mr. FREDERiG 
HARRISON on the recent judgment of the Court of Appeal in 
Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants contains some 
observations with regard to the attitude of trade unions which 
are not suitable for discussion in this journal. But we think 
that there are few members of the legal profession who will not 
admire the clearness and force with which the writer explains the 
doctrine of wltra vires as applying to associations incorporated 
or regulated under the provisions of any Act of Par‘iament, 
Many persons may be ignorant of the fact that Mr. Harrison, 
after a distinguished university career, practised for some years 
at the Chancery bar and was Professor of Jurisprudence to the 
Council of Legal Education. There were mavy predictions as to 
his success in the profession, for he was not without the assist. 
ance of legal connections, and was a fluent and forcible speaker, 
His interests, however, became gradually absorbed in political 
and literary studies, and it is only at rare intervals that we find 
evidence in his writings of the legal pursuits in which he was 
once actively engaged. 








Underlessees and Covenants 


Running With the Land. 


THE House of Lords (as reported elsewhere) have without difficulty 
affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal in Dewar v. Goodman 
(1908, 1 K. B. 94)—who similarly had affirmed that of JELF, J. 
(1907, 1K. B. 612)—and have declined toadmit the extensionsought 
to be given to the doctrine of covenants running with the land. 
That doctrine, in its fulness, applies only to the relation of landlord 
and tenant, and as between them it does not bind the assign of 
either party to performance of a covenant which does not directly 
relate to the demised land—of a covenant, that is, which is merely 
collateral—and this limitation has been affirmed in the present case. 
A lease of land for eighty-nine years, granted in 1820, contained 
a covenant to keep all buildings erected on the land in repair, 
with a proviso for re-entry on breach of covenant. In 1886 the 
then assignee of the term granted an underlease of part of the land 
with two houses on it for the residue of the term less three days 
at a peppercorn rent. The underlease contained covenants by the 
underlessor (1) for quiet enjoyment in the usual restricted form ; 
(2) for performance by the underlessor of the covenants in the head 
lease so far as they affect+d premises in the head lease which were 
not included in the underlease ; and (3) for indemnity. Sub- 
sequently the head term became vested in GOODMAN and the sub- 
term in Dewar. In 1904 houses comprised in the original lease 
but not in the underlease, and also the two houses in the underlease, 
vere out of repair, and, by reason of this breach of covenant, the 
reversioner upon the head term recovered possession of the whole of 
the property, including that comprised in the underlease. Hence 
arose the question whether DEWAR, as assignee of the sub-term, had 
any remedy on the covenants in the underlease against GOODMAN 
as the assignee of the immediate reversion upon the underlease, 
The fact that Dewar was himself in default as to his two houses 
was treated as not material to this question. 

The covenant for quiet enjoyment was not available, since the 
disturbance had not been the act of the underlessor or anyone 
claiming through him, although it had been the result of the default 
of some of pes. persons. The default of the immediate landlord 
does not make him responsible for the eviction of the under-tenant, 
notwithstanding that it has caused it: Kelly v. Rogers (1892, 
1 Q. B. 910). Hence the underlessee had to seek a remedy under 
the covenants for performance of the covenants in the head lease and 
for indemnity, and such remedy was only available if these covenants 
or one of them ran with the land. But, as already stated, a 
covenant will only run with the land if it directly concerns the land, 
and the test of fulfilment of this condition is still to be found in 
the second resolution in Spencer’s case (5 Rep. 16a): “ Although 
the covenant be for [the lessee] and his assigns, yet if the thing to 
be done be merely collateral to the land, and doth not touch or 
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be charged. As if the lessee covenants for him and his assigns to 
build a house upon the land of the lessor, which is no parcel of the 
demise, or to pay any collateral sum to the lessor, or to a stranger, 
it shall not bind the assignee, because it is merely collateral, and in 
no manner touches or concerns the thing that was demised, or that 
js assigned over ; and therefore in such case the assignee of the 
thing demised cannot be charged with it any more than any other 
stranger.” In terms this only refers to the assignment of the lease ; 
but the same doctrine applies when the covenant runs with the 
reversion under 32 Hen. 8, c. 34. Hence, in applying the doctrine 
toany particular covenant, it has to be determined whether it 
touches or concerns the land, or whether it is simply collateral, within 
the meaning of this passage. 

Prima facie it is clear that a covenant to repair houses 
not on the demised land does not touch or concern that land ; 
that is, it is simply collateral and does not run with the 
land. But it was argued that the case is different where the 
breach of such a covenant on the part of the lessor will result in 
the lessee being evicted from the demised premises, and that 
then the covenant concerns the demised premises within the 
meaning of the rule ; in other words, the covenant must be treated 
as in effect a covenant for quiet enjoyment, and free, as such 
covenant, from the restriction incorporated in the express covenant 
for quiet enjoyment. It was claimed that Doughty v. Bxwman 
(11 Q. B. 444) supported this contention. There the underlessor’s 
covenant was to perform a covenant in the head lease to build houses 
on the demised premises, and the houses being still unbuilt, the 
lessee sub-demised the premises and covenanted to perform, or 
indemnify the sub-lessee against, the covenants in the head lease. 
The assigns of the sub-lessee were not mentioned, and hence the 
covenant, since it related to a thing in futuro, did not run with the 
land. If they had been mentioned, it seems to have been admitted 
that the covenant would have run with the land, but this was 
because it was a covenant to do something on the land. and there- 
fore directly concerned the land ; not because it could be construed, 
as between underlessor and underlessee, as a covenant for quiet 
enjoyment on the ground that .a breach of it might lead to the 
eviction of the sub-lessee ; and as a covenant of indemnity it was 
clear that it could not run with the land. 

Doughty v. Bowman, indeed, was a decision on the necessity for 
the express mention of ‘‘assigns” where it is desired to make a coven- 
ant relating to a matter in futuro run with the land. It does not, 
as JELF, J., held, support the notion that a covenant to perform 
the covenants of a head lease, although relating to matters to be 
done on land not comprised in the sub-lease, runs with the land as 
being in effect a covenant for quiet enjoyment. And this point being 
out of the way, it was only necessary to determine whether, for a 
covenant to touch or concern land within the meaning of the above 
resolution in Spencer's case, it must directly concern the land, or 
whether it is sufficient that it indirectly concerns it. JELF, J., 
held, in accordance with Mayor of Congleton v. Pattison (10 East, 
130), that the former is the true view, and that for the covenant 
to run with the land it must directly affect it. 

The learned judge observed that if the case went further the 
Court of Appeal might be able to take a broader view of the matter 
and to break through the legal technicalities which a court of first 
instance was bound to observe. But this has not happened either 
in the Court of Appeal or in the House of Lords. In the Court of 
Appeal, BuCKLEY, L.J., said that the contention of the plaintiff was 
in effect as follows: “A covenant to do an act, not in respect of 
the demised premises, but which will protect from forfeiture the 
estate of the lessee in the demised premises, is a covenant 
which runs with the land”; and he added, “If that proposition 
is true, it is wholly new.” In a matter of this kind, 
& new proposition = in vain for recognition by the courts, 
and the Court of Appeal rejected the plaintiff's claim. It has 
been the same in the House of Lords. “It is manifest,” said the 
Lord Chancellor, “that this covenant does not touch or concern 
the thing demised—namely, the land contained in the lease—for it 
concerns repairs on totally different land”; and after referring to 
the way in which Buck.ry, L.J., had stated the plaintiff's conten- 
tion, he agreed that the principle was too well settled for a new 
precedent to be created. Similarly Lord CoLttns pointed out that 
the covenant, as a covenant to do something on premises not 


included in} the “sub-demise,! was Ycollateral,| and fhe; held that 

the possible consequence of a breach of it—namely, re-entry by 

the superior lessor—could not turn it into a covenant which con- 

cerned the land. He observed, however, that while the present 

covenant must be construed as collateral to the demised land, yet 

this did not necessarily result from the fact of the matter to be 

done being upon other land. The test is whether it directly 

affects the enjoyment of the demised land, and hence in Sampson 

v. Kaslerby (9 B. & C. 505 ; in Exch. Ch., 6 Bing. 644) a covenant 

to build a smelting mill on premises not demised, for the use 

of works on the premises demised, was held to run with the 

land. In such a case the enjoyment of the demised land is 

directly affected and the covenant runs. But this did not apply 

to the present case, where the enjoyment of the demised land was 

not—so it was held—directly affected by the failure to perform. 

the covenant. This may involve a subtle distinction between. 
what is a direct and indirect affecting of the enjoyment of land,: 
but the rules in Spencer's case are not easily divested of subtlety, 

and the present decision shews that they are incapable of judicial 

change. 








Reviews. 


Trade Marks. 


Tae Law or TRADE MARKS AND TRADE Names. By D. M. Kerry, 
M.A., LL.B. Tatrp Eprrion. By the Author and F.G. Unper- 
HAY, M.A. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

As the Trade Marks Act, 1905, is now in full swing, a new edition 
of this work was obviously wanted. The edition under notice gives 
the law as it now stands, but to do so necessitated the re-writing of 


a great portion of the text. This task has been accomplished, and _ 


the ship having been lightened by omitting—in view of a separate 
treatise on the subject which is stated to be in preparation—the 
former commentary on thé Merchandise Marks Acts, the new matter 


has been incorporated without any substantial addition to the bulk - 


of the book. The alterations in, and modifications of, the pre-existing 
law effected by the Act of 1905 are scientifically and intelligibly 
treated, and so far as our observations go, ne point of importance 
arising under the Act has failed to be dealt with. 





Banking. 


Tue Law or Bankinc. By Sir Jonn R. Pacer, Bart., K.C. 
Seconp Epition. Butterworth & Co. 


This is a thoroughly practical treatise on the law of banking, and 
the legal advisers of bankers and their customers should be able to 
tind in it clear and reliable guidance on any point that may arise. 
Among the more important matters dealt with 1s that of the liability of 
a banker who pays a cheque, the amount of which has been fraudulently 
increased in consequence of blanks having been left by the drawer. 
As is well known, the bank avoided liabi ss Ao such circumstances in 

“oung Vv. Grote (4 Bing. 253); but in Si v. Londesborough (1896, 
A.C. 514), which was concerned with the fraudulent alteration of exe | 
the earlier case was treated as incapable of extension, and it was ro 
of practical effect by the decision of the Privy Council in Colonial 
Bank of Australasia v. Marshall (1906, A. C. 559). The relation of 
those cases, and the whole question of cheques fraudulently raised 
in amount is fully discussed, and the unsatisfactory nature of the 

resent situation is pointed out. Attention may also be directed to Sir 

ohn t’s explanation of the effect of a “nog-negotiable” cross- 
ing to a cheque—a matter which yronpe rf causes doubt—and he has 
not omitted to refer to the recent case of Curtice v. London City and 
Midland Bank (1906, 1 K. B. 243) on the effect of a telegram 
countermanding a cheque. 





Bankruptcy. 


Bankruptcy aND Brits or Sate: AN “ABC” or tae Law, 
INCLUDING PracticaL NoTEs ON THE PREPARATION OF DEEDS OF 
ARRANGEMENT AND STATEMENTS OF Sg AY Ng = WITH 
Numerous Forms. By W. Vatentive Batt, M.A., Barrister-at 
Law. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 

The object of this work, as stated by the author, is, in the first 
place, to provide a short and, so far as is consistent with brevity, 
a age yee ay ayrnere pos) 4 elisa yt — dil 
of sale ; seco! , to vide a guide for , every use 
——“ a text-book whii ‘ie ioe or the acoonntant who has to do with 
bankruptcy may keep at his elbow.” Such 





has carried it out by means of an alphabetical arrangement. Thus 
under “ Act of Bankruptcy” the Bn any section 4 of the Bank- 
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) aptey Act»1883, are stated, with numerous explanations and refer- 
.enees.to the principal cases, though Crook v. Morley (1891, A. C. 

not quite complete without 
he note on “ After-acquired 
Property,” which at first sight looks somewhat meagre, is moele- 

mong 
* Creditors,” where the subject is more fully stated, and the distinction 
as to real property pointed out ; and generally the author has made 
plentiful use of cross-references, so as to make the alphabetical 
. arrangement consistent with giving the required information. The 
book is likely to be of practical value, but it is beyond its scope to 
Give the text of the statutes, and it is, of course, necessary, in practice, 


316)..and the other cases cited are perha 
. Clough v.. Samuel (1905, A. C. 442). 


‘mented by a cross-reference to “Property Divisible 


‘to have these at hand as well. 


Books of the Week. 





; : Encyclopedia of the Laws of England : with Forms and Precedents. 
By the Most Eminent Legal Authorities. Second Edition, Revised 
Sweet & Max- 


and Enlarged. Vol. XIII.: Revivor to Tasmania. 
well (Limited) ; William Green & Sons, Edinburgh. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


DEWAR v. GOODMAN. 27th and 29th Oct. ; 3rd Dee. 


LANDLORD AND. TENANT—CovENANTS RUNNING WITH THE Lanp— 
’ SOvENANT. By Lessor To Perrorm CoveNnANTs or Heap LEASE— 
* COLLATERAL COVENANT—ENLARGEMENT OF COVENANT FOR QUIET 
ENJOYMENT. 


A lease for a term of years of certain land contained a covenant by 
ithe lessee to keep in repair all buildings erected on the land and a 
proviso for re-entry for breach of that covenant. Two hundred and 
eleven houses were erected on the land. An under-lease was granted of 
two of the houses and the under-lessor covenanted to repair the premises 
not demised by the under-lease. The defendant committed a. breach 
of his covenant to repair, whereupon the successors in title of the head 
landlord obtained judgment against him for possession, and re-entered 
‘on the whole of the premises the subject-matter of the head lease, and 
ejected the plaintiff, who claimed damages from the defendant for 
‘breach of the covenant contained in the under-lease. Jelf, J., held 
that the latter covenant, being a covenant to perform something not 
on the land demised, was only a collateral covenant, and did not run 
with the land, and dismissed the action as not being maintainable. 
The Court of Appeal having affirmed that decision, the plaintiff 
appealed. 

Pheir lordships dismissed the appeal, holding that the covenant to 
perform the covenants in the superior lease relating to the premises not 
demised by the under-lease, being a cOvenant not to be performed on the 
demised premises, was only a collateral covenant, and, therefore, not 
binding on the assigns of the under-lessor though named. 

Doughty v. Bowman (11 Q. B. 444) discussed. 

Sampson v. Easterby (9 B. d& €. 505, 6 Bing. 644) distinguished. 
~ Appeal by ‘the plaintiff from a decision‘ of the Court of Appeal 
(reported 1908, 1K. B. 94), affirming a judgment of Jelf, J. A lease 
of certain land at Chelsea contained a covenant by the lessee to keep 
all, buildings erected on the land in repair, with a proviso for re-entry 
‘on breach of the covenant. Part of this land was under-let, the under- 
jease containing a covenant by the under-lessor, his executors, admin- 
istrators, and assigns, to perform the several covenants and conditions 
sontained in the indenture of lease, so far as the same related to or 
affected that part of the property included in the lease, but not 
demised by the under-lease. The under-lease also contained a proviso 
that ‘the covenants on the part of the under-lessor were entered into 
‘with the intention of binding him and his representatives only, while 
he.or they continuéd to hold the reversion, and of binding, so far as 
could be, any other person or persons for the time being entitled to the 
reversion. Subsequently the lease became vested in the defendant, 
and. the plaintiff became assignee of the under-lease. The defendant 
failed to perform the covenant in the lease to repair certain houses 
erected on that part of the land not comprised.in the under-lease, and 
the assignee of the reversion expectant on the lease recovered judg- 
ment for possession of the whole of the property comprised in the foo, 
and the plaintiff was ejected. In an action to recover damages for 
breach of the covenant in thé under-lease, Jelf, J.; eld that the 
covenant was merely collateral, and did not run with the land, and 
entered judgment for the defendant. The Court of Appeal affirmed 
his: decision. The plaintiff appealed: 

Tue Hovse, having taken time, dismissed the appéal. 

rd: Lonesven, C,, in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, 
said :.I1 do not propose to review the authorities, which have been lon 
followed, in regard to covenantsrunning with the land. .The words which 
describe them as “touching or concerning the thing demised”’ are 
familiar, and no nearer approach to certainty is attainable, thongh in 
their application difficulty may at times arise. I cannot say that I 
think there is any difficulty in the present case. Mr. Copping, in his 








able argument for the appellant, really asked your lordships to say 
It is manifest 


that-the-rule is ‘different ‘from that hitherto observed. 
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that this covenant does not touch or concern the thing demised, 
the land. contained in the lease, for it concerns repairs on 
different land. But he, in effect, argues it touches and concerns thy 
estate created by the lease, for that estate may come to an end if th, 
covenant is broken. Buckley, L.J., seems to me to summarize aoq, 
rately the contention to which the appellant is driven. To prevail, ly 
must contend that ‘‘A covenant to do an act not in respect of th 
demised premises, but which will protect from forfeiture the estate o 
the lessee in the demised premises, is a covenant which runs with th 
land.” There is no authority for this. The Lord Justice disposes gf 
the suggested precedents. If we were at this date entitled to make, 
precedent, I can see directions in which it might prove fatal. But the 
principle is well settled. An ingenious argument was used to the effeg 
that in some way the construction of the covenant for quiet enjoyment 
was extended by reason of the presence of the other covenant to which 
I have already alluded, and that thus there has been a breach of th 
covenant for quiet enjoyment. It is not contended that except in this 
enlarged sense the covenant for quiet enjoyment has been broken, and| 
am quite unable to accept the doctrine of expansion. There is m 
authority for that either. Each covenant speaks for itself. This 
disposes of the appeal. It may be a hard case on the plaintiff, but, 
like Jelf, J., I do not feel at liberty to decide the case “‘ upon the 
ground of expediency or morality,”’ even if I were quite sure in which 
direction I should be impelled by either. : 

The Earl of Hatspury and Lords Rosertson and CoLuins gave inde 
ment to the same effect.—CounsgeL, W. Copping; Atherley Jones, K.C,, 
and S. C. N. Goodman. Soutcrrors, Harold Edwards & Cohn; 
Nash, Field, & Co. 

[Reported by Exsxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
BUCHAN (EARL OF) v. LORD ADVOCATE. 9th and 10th Nov.; 
3rd Dee. 


Revenue—Succession Dury—Entam.—‘ AccELERATION ”’ oF SUCCESSION 
—Deatu or TENANT FOR Lire—LiaBitity or Herr or ENTAIL In. Pos- 
SESSION TO Duty on Oricinat Successron—Svuccession Dury Act, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 51), s. 15. 


A tenant for life of settled real estate and the tenant in tail in 
remainder executed in 1872 a disentailing deed, which was duly regis. 
tered in 1875. On the death of the original tenant for life in 1898, the 
Crown claimed succession duty. , 

Held, that succession duty was rightly claimed under section 15 of 
the Succession Duty Act, 1853. ; 

Northumberland v. Attorney-General (1905, A. C. 406) considered 
and followed. 2 

Decision of Court of Session (1907, Sees. Cas. 849, 45 Sc. 1. R. 572) 
affirmed. 


The appellant’s father, David Stuart Erskine, Earl of Buchan, was 
in 1872 heir of entail in possession of the entailed estates of Strathbrock, 
Kirkhill, and others in the county of Linlithgow, under an entail dated 
1664, and duly registered in 1720. The appellant, the then earl’s eldest 
son, was born in 1850, and as the law then stood the ear] was entitled to 
the estates only with the consent of the heir apparent, whose consent 
could only be given on his attaining the age of twenty-five. Accord: 
ingly no disentail could be carried through by the earl until his son 
Lord Cardross became twenty-five in February, 1875. The earl. was 
desirous of disentailing the estates, being at that time in embarrassed 
circumstances, and steps were taken to bring this about in 1872, part 
of the agreement’ being that Lord Cardross, on attaining his majority, 
should give his: consent... His title to both the estates was duly regis- 
tered, and he undertook certain obligations, as provided by the family 
arrangement,,and paid the annuities. The Earl of Buchan died on the 
3rd of December,. 1898, over twenty-six yedrs after he had ceased. to 
be the owner of the entailed estates, and over twenty-three years after 
they had been actually disentailed: ‘The Lord Advocate, on behalf .of 
the Commissioners of. Inland Revente, claimed, from the appellant 
succession duty. The claim was resisted on the ground that the pro- 
perty in the estates did not pass to him bythe death of his father, 
but had become’ his property ‘years previously by operation ‘of the 
disentailing deed. The First Division of the Court of Sesjon) im 
Scotland having decided in favour of the Crown, the pres nt appeal 
was brought. 

Tue House took time for consideration. 

Lord Loresurn; C., in giving judgment, said that after 1875 Lord 
Cardross enjoyed the disentailed properties. If he did not alter the 
destination, then they would descend under the original entail to the 
persons defined by the entail. He did not alienate them, if that 
mattered. In 1898 Lord Buchan died, and the Crown claimed that 
succession duty was payable on that death. In his opinion the Crown 
was right in that contention. Had there been no transfer in 1872, 
beyond question there would have been duty payable on a succession 
when Lord Buchan died. And he thought that section 15 of the 
Act of 1853 provided in unmistakable terms that the duty should ‘be 
paid- notwithstanding-the transfer. The title of Lord Cardross was 
accelerated by the surrender or extinction of Lord Buchan’s prior 
interest, and the duty became payable at the same time and in the 
same manner as if no acceleration had taken place. As to the disen; 
tailing in 1875, it did not affect the case at all. In fact Lord Cardross 
continued to hold under the entail, though he held free from its fetters. 
He did not refer to the discussion by the ledrned judges in the First 
Division of the origin and meaning of propulsion in the law of Scotland. 
The doctrines there laid down had not been disputed at the bar. And, 





whatever view had prevailed on that subject, it would not have altered 
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the-construction and effect of the Act of 1853. The principles acted 

n by this House in the case of Northumberland (Duke) v. Attorney- 
Ganeta (1905, A. C. 406) would furnish ‘authority. for this case, if 
authority were. needed. 

Lord RoBERTSON read a eg orp to the same effect. So far as the 
family arrangements went he did not see how they affected the result. 
The essential fact was that in the sequel the appellant got the estate. 
He did not see that it would be better or worse if the arrangements had 
been made for the benefit of the appellant or of both father and son. 

Lord Cottins concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CounsgL, Scott Dickson, 
K.C. (Dean of Faculty), Danckwerts, K.C., and Chree; Sir W. S. 
Robson, A.G., Alexander Ure, 8.G. for Scotland, Austen Cartmell, and 
Robert Munro. Sotacrrors, Neish, Howell, & Haldane, for John C. 
Brodie & Sons, W.S.; Edinburgh; Sir F. Gore, for P. J. Hamilton 
Grierson, Edinburgh. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at/Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


SCHOFIELD ». ORRELL COLLIERY CO, (LIM.). No. 2. 28th Nov. 
EmPLoyYER AND. WoRKMAN—COMPENSATION—DEPENDANTS—POSTHUMOUS 

InteciTiMaTe Catm.p—Worxkmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Eb. 

7, o. 58), s, 13; First Scueputs, s. i 

A posthumous illegitimate child is q ‘‘ dependant’’ wholly dependent 
upon a workman’s earnings within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906. 

This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Wigan 
County Court, sitting as an arbitrator under'the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1906. Lawrence Colclough, a collier in the employment of 
the Orrell Colliery Co. (Limited), stitas the end of 1905 came to lodge 
with a Mrs. Schofield, at Newtown, and shortly afterwards began to 
pay court to her daughter, who worked in a cotton. mill, where she earned 
from 13s.- to 14s. a week, and was the main support of her mother. In 
the latter part of 1907 the girl discovered that she was enceinte, and 
Colclough and she thereupon became engaged to be married. Mrs. 
Schofield spoke to her daughter about her condition in the presence of 
Colclough, and on her daughter stating that Colclough was the father 
he did not deny it, but said that Mrs. Schofield need not trouble 
herself about her daughter’s condition, as he did not intend the child 
to be a chance child, but intended to marry the girl and to keep her. 
Colclough asked the girl to have the banns published, and supplied 
her with the necessary money. Ou Monday, the 26th of November, 
1907, she gave instructions for the publication of the banns, and it 
was arranged that the marriage should take place on the Saturday 
following the last publication of the banns—namely, on the 2Ist of 
December, 1907. Colclough asked Mrs. Schofield to provide for the 
wedding party, and he requested an acquaintance of.his, a collier, named 
James Winstanley, to go to the wedding as his friend. On pandey, the 
1st of December, and Sunday, the 8th of December, 1907, the ns 
were duly published. On the 10th of December, 1907, Colclough was 
accidentally killed whilst working for the Orrell Colliery Co. in one of 
their mines. On the 12th of January, 1908, Sarah Schofield left work 
at the cotton mill, and in March, 1908, she gave birth to a child, who 
was named Lawrence Schofield Colclough.. The infant, by his next 
friend, claimed compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906, as having been a ‘‘ dependant’’ of the deceased workman at the 
time of his death within the meaning of section 13. The county court 
judge, applying Williams v. Ocean Colliery. Co. (Limited). (1907, 2 
K. B. 422), held that the child was a a upon the earnings of 
the deceased, and awarded the sum of £155, being the present value of 
an annuity of: £13 a year, to continue for fourteen years. The colliery 
company appealed. 

THe Oovrr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FiercnHer Mouton and 
Farwety, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal raised a point which un- 
doubtedly was worthy of consideration, but which, so far as the Court 
of Appeal was concerned, must be decided in one way only. The 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, amongst many peculiarities, had 
one which apparently was not to be found in any other Act of Parlia- 
ment, For many purposes it put an illegitimate child in the same 
position as a legitimate child. It did that in language which was 
remarkable. It provided compensation in certain events for depen- 
dants. “‘ Dependants ’’ were defined in section 13 as meaning “‘ such of 
the members of the workman’s family as were wholly or in part depen- 
dent upon the earnings of the workman at the time of his death, or 
would but for the incapaciy due to accident have been so dependent ”’ ; 
and “‘member of a family” was defined’ to include, amongst other 
persons, a son. The Court of Appeal‘in Williams v. Ocean Coal Co. 
(supra) had laid it down in no ambiguous language that a t- 
humous legitimate child was a dependant within the meaning of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and’ there was nothing in the 
judgments in that case to shew that the decision was in any way based 
upon the ground that the dependency of: the mother was really the 
dependency of the child, who was en ventre sa mére at the time of her 
husband’s death. The view of the court was that the posthumous child 
had an independént right of its own, the principle being that a child 
en ventre sa mére was to be deemed to be born so far as it was neces- 
sary for the benefit of such unborn child. That decision was bindin 
upon this court.’ The definition of ‘‘ dependants’’ in the Act of 1 
went on, ‘‘and where the workman, being the parent or grandparent: of 
an illegitimate child, leaves such a child so dependent upon his earnings 
- *°. “shall inelude such an illegitimate child.’”’ That was to say,an 


illegitimate child was made a member ‘of the family in the same sense, 
and to the same extent as a legitimate child. It’ followed that a post-- 
humous illegitimate child was made a,member of the family to. the 
ome wore as a » Inditimnate atile actually pages ye the time of . death 
of the father. No doubt it was a straining o language of, section 
13 to hold that a posthumous child, whether legitimate or illegitimate, 
could be said to have been wholly or in t dependent upon’ the éarn-. 
ings of the workman at the time of his death. His fordehip coallt ie ‘ 
draw any distinction between the two cases based w the contention * 
that a legitimate child would have a claim upon his father for s t, 
whereas an illegitimate child would not have any sach right until an 
affiliation order had been made. The question of dependency. wag-a 
mixed question of law and fact, and the facts of the present case s0p-- 
ported the yresnran of dependency. The mother. of the child J 
the deceased were engaged to be married. He avowed the child to. 
his. He agreed to marry its mother; he paid for the banns, and thé 
date was fixed for the marriage. The child was not born until after 
that date. There was no doubt that the father intended to make the 
child legitimate, a result which would have followed if the father had 
lived until the marriage had taken place. In any event he did not 
intend the child to be a chance child, but he intended to take upon him- 
self the responsibility for the maintenance of the child. In that sense 
the child was a member of the family of the deceased, who was -de- 
pendent upon the earnings of the deceased, and therefore the decision 
of the county court judge was right, and the ap must be dismissed 
with costs.—CounseL, C. A, Russell, K.C., and Rigby Swift; G. A. 
Scott. Sorrcrrors, W. J. Ellen, for Peace & Darlington, Liverpool; 
Burn & Berridge, for James Wilson, Wigan. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriniine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CURRY. CURRY v. CURRY. Eve, J. 3rd Dee. : 


Witt—Lecactes—GeEneRaAL on Speciric—Girr or DesentuRE SrTock 
‘*my”? Certain Raitways. 

A gift of ‘*2,000 four per cent. debenture stock in the Argentine 
Great Western Railway” ts a general and not a specific legacy where 
there is nothing in the context to prevent such a construction, and 
therefore it does not carry interest from the death of the testator. 

This was a summons raising the question whether certain legacies 
were general or specific legacies. The testator, who died in September, 
1903, by his will, dated the 13th) of December, 1900, gave and 
bequeathed to each of, his daughters ‘‘2,000 four per cent. debenture 
stock in the Argentine Great Western Railway Co., £2,000 four and 
a half per cent. second debenture stock in the Buenos Ayres and Pacifie 
Railway,” etc., ‘‘ making £10,000 worth of stock for each of my said 
daughters.’’ The testator declared that his trustees should retain the 
share of each of. his daughters in the said stocks and_ securities: upon 
trust for such daughters for life and then, for their children. . The: 
testator gave to his trustees £1,000 cash upon trust to invest the same. 
in four per cent. debenture stock of one of the Argentine railways, and, 
to pay the interest on such stock to Mrs. Painter for life. And the 
testator directed payment out of the residue of ‘‘ debts and the legacies 
other than specific bequeathed by this my will.”” Counsel, on behalf of 
the daughters, relied upon the word “‘in,’’ and referred to Re Pratt. 
(1894, 1 Ch. 491). On the other hand, it was contended that the word 
‘‘in’’ was only descriptive of the stock, and that a gift of specifie 
stock was not a specific legacy.’ 

Eve, J., said the question was whether these legacies were: specific.’ 
It was said that the expression debenture stock ‘‘in”’ railways made 
them specific. I do not, however, attach much importance fo the word 
‘in.’ It is only a descriptive word, and merely means stock of a 
particular railway. That being so, and having to Macdonald v. 
Irvine (8 Ch. D. 101) and Re Gray (36 Ch. D. 205), I should be going 
contrary to the law if I held the gift standing alone’ was’ a specific 
legacy. Then was there anything in the will to negative that construc- 
tion? Did the testator shew a contrary intention? He used the word: 
‘“‘retain,’’ but that only meant that the stock was not to be sold, and 
did not mean that the previous gift was specific. Then there was the 
subsequent gift to another legatee, which took the form of a gift: of 
cash to the trustees upon trust to invest for the benefit of the legatee. 
But I ought not to hold that ‘this change in the form of the bequest 
was intended to control the previous gifts. Lastly, there was the 
mention of specific legacies in the residuary bequest, but that also was 
not sufficient to make the legacies specific. I hold, therefore, that the 
legacies were general and not specific, and consequently that the 
testator’s daughters are not enti to interest from the death of the 
testator.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Bovill; Jessel, K.C.; 
and Clauson. Soxrcrrons, Pettifer’ & Pearkes; Lawrence, Graham, 


& Co. : 
[Reported by 8. E. Wriit1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MBS. IDA SIMON. C.A. No.2: 3rd Deo. | 2 

Bankruptcy — Marriep Woman — Separare Property — MARRIED 

Women’s Propverty Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. ©. 75), s. 1, SuB-sBc: 
tion 5—Banxrvuprey Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. co. 52), s.-152. 





In order to bring a married woman within the jurisdiction of the 
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Bankruptcy Court the only condition precedent required is proof that 
she is trading separately from her husband ; it is not necessary to prove 
that she is possessed of separate property. 

Re Helsby, Ex parte Helsby (1 Mans. 12), overruled on the point. 


Appeal from a receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Linklater. 
The appellant was Mrs. Ida Simon, the wife of Max Simon, who 
became bankrupt in 1892, and did not apply for his discharge until 
1907, when his discharge was suspended for two years from the date 
of his application. Upon the husband becoming bankrupt, Mrs. Simon 
sold her jewellery, and with the proceeds started a Fe called 
“*The Wonder Piano Manufacturing Co.”’ in Seymour-street, Euston- 

. She opened a banking account in the name of ‘“‘ The Wonder 
Piano Manufacturing Co., Ida Simon, proprietress; Max Simon, 
.”’ She signed procuration forms enabling her husband to 

draw cheques on the account, she took no part whatever in the business, 
and never went into the business premises except to call for her 
husband and walk home with him in the evening. In 1896 the business 
was moved to Holloway-road, where a lease of the premises was taken 
in the joint names of husband and wife. In the autumn of 1908 the 
business was failing, and Mrs. Simon called a meeting of her creditors. 
On the 2nd of October she executed a deed of assignment for the 
benefit of creditors, with the usual resulting trust to herself of the 
surplus, should there be any, after payment of the creditors. On the 
6th of October a bankruptcy petition was presented against her, and 
on its hearing she contended that she was not trading separately from 
her husband, and that she had no separate property, because she had 
disposed of it all by the deed of assignment. The registrar held that 
she was trading separately, and that the surplus reserved to her by the 
deed constituted separate property, and made a receiving order against 
her. On appeal counsel contended on her behalf that the petitioning 
creditor was bound to prove both that she was trading separately from 
her husband and that she was possessed of separate property. As to 
the first point, he argued that the admitted facts shewed that the 
husband had entire control of the business, and that, therefore, she 
was not trading separately from him. As to the second point, he argued 
that the possession of separate property was a condition precedent to 
her being brought within the jurisdiction of the court: Re Helsby 
(1 Mans. 12, per Kennedy, J., at p. 13). ‘‘In order to found proceed- 
ings in bankruptcy against the appellant, who was a married woman 
living with her husband, there must be a trading separately from her 
husband ; and there must be separate property to be administered in 
the bankruptcy.’’ The time for ascertaining whether she has separate 
property or not is the time when application is made for the receiving 
order : Re A Debtor (46 W. R. 675; 1898, 2 Q. B. 576). At that date 
she had no separate property, as she had assigned it all for the benefit 
of her creditors. The possible surplus was not property within the 
meaning of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, as it could not 

taken in execution : Hx parte Gilchrist, Re Armstrong (34 W. R. 
709, 17 Q. B. D. 531). Counsel for the respondent were not called upon. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—In this case we have heard an able and inter- 
esting argument from Mr. Hansell, who contends that the court has 
no jurisdiction to make a receiving order against the appellant. Two 
points have been raised, the first being that the appellant was not 
trading separately from her husband. That is a question of fact, which 
depends upon the evidence which was given before the registrar, and, 

regard to that evidence, I think it is clear that she was carryin 

on this trade separately from her husband within the meaning o 
section 1, sub-section 5, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
The second point is that the court has no jurisdiction to make a receiv- 
ing order against a married woman without proof, not only that she is 
pee separately from her husband, but also that she has separate 
property at the date when the receiving order is asked for. I do not 
assent to that contention; as I read section 1, sub-section 5, of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, that section simply provides one 
condition precedent which is necessary to give the court jurisdiction, 
that condition precedent being that she is carrying on a trade separately 
from her husband. Given that one condition precedent, she is subject 
to the bankruptcy law just as if she were a feme sole, but being so 
subject to the bankruptcy law, she is only subject to the extent of her 
separate property. I think, however, that there is no obligation on the 
petitioning creditor to prove a property at the date of the peti- 
tion, though the question whether there is separate property or not is 
one on which the Bankruptcy Court will exercise its discretion as to 

ing her bankrupt or not. It has ample jurisdiction to make the 
receiving order if it think fit. In the present case I feel no doubt 
that the surplus reserved to the appellant under the resulting trust in 
the deed of assignment was separate property, which she had at the 
date of the petition, for it was property which could be got at by 
equitable execution. It has been argued that this decision is incon- 
sistent with the case of Re A Debtor, where a single woman, against 
whom a petition had been presented, married before it came on for 
hearing. All that case decided was that the status of a married woman 
was an answer to bankruptcy proceedings, except in the case where she 
is trading separately from her husband, which was not there the fact. 
The true view of the law is, that given separate trading, the status 
of a married woman is no protection, although the proceedings can only 
operate on her separate property, and will not apply to some property, 
which in the case of a man or a spinster would be property within the 
meaning of the Bankruptcy Act. 

Frercuer Movtton, L.J.—On the first point I have no doubt that as 
a matter of fact the business in this case was the sole property of the 
wife, though the husband was the manager. As to the second point, I 
agree that under section 1, sub-section 5, of the Married Woman's 


Property Act, 1882, there is only one condition precedent, separate 
trading, required to bring a married woman within the jurisdiction of 
the Bankruptcy Court. If that condition precedent be satisfied, she is 
liable to be made bankrupt, but the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act 
will only affect her separate property. In a case where she has no 
separate property there is no property which they will affect, and the 
court, as in the case of a man, may in the exercise of its discretion 
refuse to make a receiving order, not for want of jurisdiction, but 
because the court thinks it an idle proceeding. The bankruptcy law has 
the same power over a man who has nothing and a man who has 
property. In the present case there is no doubt that the appellant was 
trading separately from her husband, therefore she comes under the 
Bankruptcy Act. It has been urged that she has no property because 
she has assigned it all away by the deed, but if she were a man, would 
the court in the exercise of its discretion refuse to make a receiving 
order? Most certainly it would not, for, on her adjudication, the 
property transferred by the deed would pass to the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. Reliance has been aeges on Re A Debtor. That is an 
admirable case for showing what is the true condition precedent to 
applying the bankruptcy law to married women, for there it had to be 
admitted that the debtor was not a married woman arom separately 
from her husband. As to Re Helsby, I do not understand that case, 
but if it decides what the headnote states it cannot be supported. The 
headnote is: ‘‘A married woman cannot be made bankrupt in respect 
of a business carried on by her if such a business is even partially under 
the control of her husband. It is not sufficient that her interest in 
the business is her separate property.”” If that means that the business 
is under the husband’s control merely as manager, and that he has no 
proprietary interest in it, it cannot supported. If the business is 
the wife’s property then, whether the husband is manager or not, the 
property is hers, and the trading is separate. The judges in that case 
did not sufficiently distinguish between the condition precedent and the 
extent to which bankruptcy proceedings apply. To the extent of the 
headnote above referred to, and to the extent to which that case decided 
that there must be separate property to be administered in the bank- 
ruptcy, it must be considered reversed. 

FaRwEt., L.J.—As to the second point argued in this case, I was 
startled at the proposition that a married woman, after she has com- 
mitted an act of bankruptcy, can at once avoid bankruptcy by divesting 
herself of her property. The only condition precedent to bringing her 
within the jurisdiction of the Bankruptcy Court is separate trading ; 
when that is satisfied, she is in the same position as if she were a 
feme sole. If she be treated as a feme sole the contentions raised on 
her behalf are useless, for, in the first place, the transfer of her 
property will be void as against the trustee in bankruptcy ; and, in the 
second place, the actual existence of separate property is not essential 
in the sense that it is a condition precedent to prove separate property. 
If there is no separate property she may still be made bankrupt, for, 
to adopt a dictum of Vaughan Williams, J., in the case of a company 
which was alleged to have no assets, she “‘is a wreck in the fairway of 
commerce and ought to be destroyed.’’ Appeal dismissed.—CounsEL, 
Hansell; Lewis Thomas, K.C., and W. de B. Herbert. Soxicrrors, 
Coburn & Co. ; Syrett & Sons. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxz, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A. F. & W. EB. TWEEDIE’S TAXATION. Eve, J. 
2nd and 5th Dec. 


So.icrron—Costs—TaxaTION—MortTGAGEE’s Costs—Copizs or Desgps 
IN Possession oF MortTGAGEE AS TENANT FOR LireE—MORTGAGEE 
Takina Possesston—Nortices To TENANTS—CHARGES FOR DRAWING 
NOortICEs. 


A mortgagee who obtains possession of deeds as tenant for life is 
entitled to hold them as mortgagee. 

Where a mortgagee takes possession and serves the tenants with 
notice he is not entitled to charge for drawing more than one notice. 


This was a summons to review taxation between mortgagor and 
mortgagee’s solicitors. The applicants were trustees of the will of the 
mortgagor. In 1899 Miss 8. became tenant for life of the settled 
estates, and she was also at that time mortgagee of the inheritance for 
£9,700. Miss S. died in 1904, and one of the trustees became tenant 
for life. Miss 8.’s executors then went into possession, and gave notice 
to the tenants to pay their rents to the executors. In March, 1900, 
an order was made for delivery of certain very old deeds to Miss 8. 
as tenant for life, she undertaking not to part with them without the 
consent of the trustees. In May, 1906, the mortgage was transferred to 
the Prudential Insurance Co., who required copies of the old deeds. 
On taxation of the mortgagee’s costs the applicants objected to the 
charge for the copies of the old deeds on the groynd that they were 
held by Miss S. as tenant for life and not as mortgagee. They also 
objected to the charges for drawing notices to the tenants, contending 
that only one charge for drawing ought to be allowed and not for 
drawing each notice, they referred to Wellby v. Still (1895, 1 Ch. 524). 
The respondents on the first point relied on Foster v. Crabb (12 C. B. 
136) and on the second point said it was a mere matter of quantum and 
in the discretion of the taxing master. On the second point the 
summons stood over in order that the judge might make inquiries at 
the taxing office. 








Eve, J., on the first point said Miss S. held certain deeds as mort- 
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, and some very old deeds relating to the same property were 
Read over to her as tenant for life, subject to her unde ng not to 
rt with them without the consent of the trustees. On the eath of 
iss S. the mortgage was transferred, and the transferees applied for 
copies of the old deeds, which were supplied and charged for in the 
mortgagee’s bill of costs. It was said that these charges ought not 
to be included. It seems to me that when Miss S. got possession of 
the deeds she held them subject only to the undertaking, and that 
having got them subject only to the undertaking she was entitled to 
say that she held them as mortgagee. Therefore the charge for copies 
was properly included in the bill. With regard to the second point, 
my attention was drawn to a statement in Scott’s Guide to Costs, 
“105. There being no authority on the point, I consulted the taxing 
master and find that the statement is in accordance with the invariable 
practice, which is to allow one shilling per folio for drawing the first 
notice and fourpence a folio for subsequent copies. The certificate will 
therefore be varied, and one shilling per folio will be alowed for 
drawing the first notice, and for subsequent notices no charge will be 
allowed for drawing, but only fourpence F gd folio for two copies.— 
Counset, Rolt; Errington. Sotrcrrors, H. J. Adkin, for Sharp & 

Weir, Brighton; A. F. & R. W. Tweedie. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wriit1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the Matter of C. AND ANOTHER. Div. Cowt. Ist Dec. 


SoLICITORS—UNDERTAKING BY—DISCIPLINARY JURISDICTION OF THE 
Cournt—PERsONAL UNDERTAKING. 


An undertaking by solicitors (defendants) in these terms: ‘‘In 
consideration of you (plaintiffs’ solicitors), on behalf of your clients, 
agreeing to the proceedings being adjourned for one week 
ae: we on behalf of our clients undertake to apply at the opening 
of the court”’ a certain cross-summonses ‘‘and to py to you on 
behalf of your clients whatever balance may be adjudged by the magis- 
trate to be due to your clients,’ is a personal undertaking by the 
solicitors, for if it were not so the undertaking would mean nothing, 
the clients being liable by the order of the magistrate. 


On the 28th of February the Islington Borough Council took out a 
summons against the Consolidated Supply Co. (Limited) for £28 5s. 
for the supply of electric light. The defendant company were repre- 
sented by Messrs. C., a firm of solicitors. The defendant company, 
desiring to take out cross-summonses against the plaintiff council, their 
solicitors, Messrs. C., wrote the following letter to the solicitors of the 
plaintiff council (Messrs. Bramall & White) on the 10th of March, 
1908 :—‘‘ Dear Sirs,—Consolidated Supply Co. (Limited) v. Islington 
Council.—Referring to our several conversations by telephone to-day 
in consideration of you, on behalf of your clients, agreeing to the 
proceedings instituted by them in the North London police court being 
adjourned for one week from Friday next, the 13th inst., we, on 
behalf of our clients, undertake to apply at the opening of the court 
on Friday next for the necessary summonses, under the Electric 
Lighting Acts, such summonses to be returnable and to be heard on the 
same day and at the same time as your adjourned summons, and to 
pay to you, on behalf of your clients, whatever balances may be 
adjudged by the magistrate to be due to your clients. On receipt of 
this letter perhaps you would kindly write us agreeing, on behalf of 
your clients, to this adjournment, in order that we may produce the 
same to the magistrate when we make our application in the morning. 
We will, as arranged, telephone you the result of our application in 
order to save you the necessity of attending the court in the afternoon.” 
The terms of this letter were agreed to. The hearing of the summons 
and cross-summonses was subsequently again adjourned, on account of 
the chief witness of the defendant company being ill. On the 9th of 
April Messrs. C. wrote to the plaintiffs’ solicitors informing them that 
joint receivers and managers had been appointed by the High Court 
of the property and assets of the defendant company, on behalf of the 
debenture-holders, and on the 11th of April they wrote to the plaintiffs’ 
solicitors that they did not propose to resist the plaintiffs’ claim or to 
offer any evidence on the cross-summonses. Accordingly, at the hear- 
ing an order was made for payment by the defendant company of 
£25 11s., together with 6s. costs. The plaintiffs thereupon asked the 
solicitors to the defendant company (Messrs. C.) for payment of these 
amounts pursuant to their undertaking contained in the letter of the 
10th of March, alleging that this undertaking was a personal under- 
taking. Messrs. C. refused payment, contending that they only gave 
an undertaking on behalf of their clients, and that payment must be 
enforced from them. The plaintiffs thereupon took out a summons at 
chambers asking that the solicitors (Messrs. C.) might be ordered, under 
the disciplinary jurisdiction of the court over‘ their officers, to pay the 
plaintiffs the sum of £28 5s. on their personal undertaking contained 
in the letter of the 10th of March. Ridley, J., was of opinion that the 
undertaking was not personal, and refused to make the order. From 
this decision the plaintiffs appealed 

Bicuam, J., said that in his opinion the appeal must be allowed. 


The only question raised was whether these solicitors had given a 


personal wen pay this sum. The facts appeared from the 
document that was before them—the letter of Messrs. C. to Messrs. 
Bramall & White. The Islington Borough Council, who were repre- 
sented by Messrs. Bramall & White, had taken out a summons against 
the defendant company for electric light supplied to the company. 
Then Messrs. C. wrote the letter of the 10th March, 1908, by which 
they, on behalf of their clients, undertook to apply for certain cross- 
summonses at a certain time, and to pay to the plaintiffs’ solicitors, on 
behalf of their clients, the balance adjudged by the magistrate to be 


‘due to the plaintiffs. 


[The learned j then read this letter, which 
has already been set out.] It was said that these words did not convey 
that the writers of the letters were themselves to pay the amount. 
With that contention he did not agree, because if that was what the 
letter meant it meant nothing. e (the learned judge) could not 
believe that the letter was not intended to mean that the solicitors 
themselves would Pay or that it was not so understood by Messrs. 
Bramall & White. To give the letter the interpretation suggested by 
these solicitors is to interpret it as saying nothing at all, because the 
client was, of course, liable to pay this amount. It was clear that the 
writers of this letter wrote that if the other side would consent to an . 
adjournment, they were to get something which otherwise they would 
not have got. 

Watton, J., said that he agreed. It appeared that the case of . 
Halil v. Ashurst (1 C. & M. 714) was not before the learned judge when 
he made this order. He thought that the letter was open to the construc- 
tion of its being a personal undertaking, and that construction seemed 
to be necessary to give it any effect at all—CounseL, Frank Newbolt ; 
B. Lailey. Soxrrcrrors, Bramall & White; C. & Co. 

(Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
- Division. 


ROYLE v. ROYLE. Gorell Barnes, P., and Bargrave Deane, J. 
19th Nov. 


AppeAL From Justices—MacistTrates’ Nores or Evipence—Suorr- 
HAND NoTES—VERIFICATION AND Cost—SuMMARY JURISDICTION 
(Marriep Women) Act, 1895 


Under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act of 1895, it 
is the duty of the magistrates’ clerk to take a note of the evidence and 
of the reasons for the justices’ decision. If a shorthand note is taken 
it is to be supplied free of cost and should be verified. Unless the 
shorthand note is provided free of cost the parties are entitled to an 
ordinary note. 


Appeal by husband from order of the justices of the Dale-street 
(Liverpool) , Hw On the case being called on, the court inquired for 
a copy of the justices’ ‘‘ notes,’’ the hearing being adjourned for their 
production. hen the hearing was resumed counsel for the appellant 
stated that it was not the practice for the justices to take a note of 
the proceedings either personally or by their clerk. A clerk in the 
magistrates’ clerk’s office had taken a shorthand note, and copies of 
this were now available for the court’s use. [Gorett Barnes, P.— 
The magistrates’ clerk cannot get rid of his —_< to take a note by 
having a shorthand one taken : Cobb v. Cobb (1900, P. 145).] Counsel 
for the respondent expressed his willingness that the court should use 
the shorthand note. [BarGcrave Deane, J.—How are we to know that 
the shorthand note produced is authentic ?] 

Tue Court (Gorett Barnes, P., and Barcrave Deane, J.) then 
proceeded to hear the case, which was of no legal interest, and in the 
end dismissed the appeal with costs. 

Gorett Barnes, P., said that unless the parties were willing to pa 
for a shorthand note there was no ground for the clerk to the justices 
being released from his duty. The parties were entitled to an ordinary 
note of the proceedings and of the reasons of the justices’ decision. 
There was no justification for the parties being put to the extra cost 
of a shorthand one. If a shorthand note was taken it must —- be 
verified.—CounseL, J. E. Walker; Grazebrook. Soticrrors, Helder, 
Roberts, & Co.; W. P. Ellen. 

(Reported by Diesr Cores-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on Tonsley, the 3rd inst., Mr. Pretor W. Chandler 
in the chair. The other directors present were Mr. 8S. J. Daw, Mr, 
F. W. Emery, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. R. H. Peacock, Mr. R. J. 
Pead, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, 
Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £35 was voted by “7 of temporary 
relief to several applicants for assistance pending their application 
for the old age pension, as the board felt it desirable to first ascertain 
what amount applicants over seventy years of age would obtain under 
the Old Age Pension Scheme, making the association’s grant as an 
addition thereto. A new life member was elected and other general 
business was transacted. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law iety’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 9th 
inst., Mr. Walter Dowson in the chair; the other directors present 
being Sir John Hollams and Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), Alfred 
Davenport, Charles Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, Sam Harris 
(Leicester), C. G. May, and J. T. Scott ieamnaiaeat. A sum of £700 
was distributed in grants of relief, and seven new members were 





admitted. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION.—NOVEMBER, 1908. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
; First Ctass. 

3 [In order of merit.]} 

Harotp Reason Pyke, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Cockburn Marriott, of London. 

ArtHur CuTHBERTSON Ponsrorp, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William H. Devenish, of London. 

Ricuarp Bertram Guy, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Whitlock Morris, of Cardiff. 

JosePH Moon Dicxrnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Bracewell, of Coine, Lancashire. 


Seconp C1ass. 
[In alphabetical order.] 

Norman Croom-Johnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Douglas 
Dobie, of the firz: of Messrs. Brown & Dobie, of Chester; and Messrs. 
Buck, Mellor & Norris, of London. 

Douglas Thornbury Garrett, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Samuel Garrett, of thea firm of Messrs. Parker, Garrett, 
Holman & Howden, of London. 

Cecil Newton Graham, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. G. 
Egerton Verrall, of the firm of Messrs. Verrall & Son, of Worthing; 
and Mr. John Hands, of London. 

Robert Ernest Hill, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. Procter, 
of Messrs. Holtby & Procter, of York; and Messrs. Bell, Brodrick & 
Gray, of London. 

Frederick George Hills, who served his clerkship with Mr. C. F. S. 
Blyth, of the firm of Messrs. Blyth, Dutton, Hartley & Blyth, of 
London. 

Harry Wilfrid Jagger, B.C.L., M.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerk- 
ship with Messrs. Ryland, Martineau & Co., of Birmingham; and 
Messrs. Sharpe, Pritchard & Co., of London. 

Alfred Denys Strickland Rogers, LL.B. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Francis W. Darch, of London. 


Tuirp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 

Edward Spencer Bantoft,;-who served his clerkship with Mr. John F. 
Lonsdale, of London. 

Philip Beilby Beecroft, LL.B. (Leeds), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. James Moxon, of the firm of Messrs. Moxon & Barker, Pontefract. 

Ernest Harvey Clifford Boroughs, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
George Boyd Wicks and Mr. Sydney John Henry Knight, both of 
London. 

Henry John Carr, who served hisyclerkship with Mr. Albert Edward 
Carr, of Leeds. 

Tarrant Doran Cox, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Joseph Tolhurst, and Mr. Bernard Wilshire Tolhurst, both of 
Southend-on-Sea. 

Robert Edmond, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Rowland 
Holliday, of North Shields. 

Henry Ratcliffe Ellis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Ellis, of the firm of Messrs. Peace & Ellis, of Wigan. 

William Bruce Glasson, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
T. Lamonby and Mr. T. H. Little, both of the firm of Messrs. Little 
& Lamenby, of Penrith. 

Henry Wallace Henderson, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. A. 
Roberts, of Bristol; and Mr. W. Negus, of London. 

Gilbert Hicks, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. J. 8. Scott, of 
Newcastle-on-T yne. 

George Martin Johnson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Septimus 
Brutton, of Portsmouth. 

James Critchley Jubb, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. H. 
Craik, of Batley; and Messrs. Rawle, Johnstone & Co., of London. 

John Henry Knight, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. F. Long, 
of Bath. 

Tudor Artro Morris, who served his clerkship with Mr. G. C. Rees 
and Mr. M. H. Jones, both of the firm of Messrs. Matthew Jones & 
Rees, of Liverpool. 

Norrington, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. Martin 
Alford and Mr. Richard Tapley, both of Exeter. 

Apsley Kenelm Peter, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. R. 
Peter, of Holsworthy. 

Roy Pinsent, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. Hume 
C. Pinsent, of Birmingham; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe & Co., of 


ion. 

Frank Coleman Polglase, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Jenkins and George Appleby Jenkins, both of Falmouth. 

Charles Andrew Sutherton Russ, who served his clerkship with Mr. 


Charles Angelo Russ, of London. 

ont years Denootitg, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Lyon. Watson Taylor, who served his wlerkship with Mr, Edward 

Lyon Taylor, of Rochdale and Manchester. 





Edward Northcote ‘Toller, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwarg 
P. Toller, of Kettering; and Mr. John Indermaur, of London. 


The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certif. 
cates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Pyke—the Clement's To prize, value about £10; and the 
Daniel Reardon prize, value about twenty guineas. 

To Mr. Ponsford—the Clifford’s Inn prize, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Guy—the New Inn prize, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Dickinson—the Law Society’s prize, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Hills—the John Mackrell prize, value about £12. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
second and third classes. 

Eighty-seven candidates gave notice for the examination. 

By order of the Council, 
E. W. Wittiamson, Secretary, 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
4th of December, 1908. 


Examinations at the Law Society in the 
Year 1908. 


SPECIAL PRIZES OPEN TO ALL CANDIDATES. 
Scorr ScHOLARSHIP. 

Reginald Arthur Newton being, in the opinion of the Council, the 
candidate best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, and Practice 
of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr, 
James Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Mr. Newton served his articles 
of clerkship with Mr. Arthur John Edward Newton, of the firm of 
Messrs. Arthur Newton & Co., of London; and obtained the Clement’s- 
inn, the Daniel Reardon, and the John Mackrell Prizes at the Honours 
Examination held in June, 1908. 

Broperie Prize. 

Reginald Arthur Newton being first in order of merit, and having 
shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the 
Practice of Conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have yd awarded to him 
the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, 
of Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Newton served his articles of clerkship as 
stated above. 

Tue CrLaBon Prize. 

William Ashcroft Lambert having shewn himself best acquainted 
with the Law and Practice of Equity, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have 
awarded to him the prize founded by Mr. John Moxon Clabon, of 
Great George-street, Westminster. Mr. Lambert served his articles of 
clerkship with Mr. N. Newbold Kay, of York; and Mr. J. H. David- 
son, of Sheffield; and obtained third class honours at the Honours 
Examination held in March, 1908. 

LOCAL PRIZES. 
TimprRon Martin Prize FoR CANDIDATES FROM LIVERPOOL. 

Tudor Artro Morris, who served two-thirds of his period of service 
in Liverpool, passed the best examination, and attained honorary dis- 
tinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal founded by 
Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. Mr. Morris served his articles of 
clerkship with Mr. G. S. Rees and Mr. M. H. Jones, of the firm of 
Matthew Jones & Rees, of Liverpool; and obtained third class honours 
at the Honours Examination held in November, 1908. 

ATKINSON Prize ror CANDIDATES FROM LIVERPOOL OR PRESTON. 

Tudor Artro Morris having shewn himself best acquainted with the 
Law of Real Property and the Practice of Conveyancing, otherwise 
passed a satisfactory examination, and attained honorary - distinction, 
the Council have awarded to him the gold medal founded by Mr. 
Atkinson, of Liverpool. Mr. Morris served his articles of clerkship 
as before mentioned. 

BrrmincHamM Law Socrery’s Gotrp Mepat. 

Thomas Cuthbert Kemp, B.A. (Oxon.), having, from among the 
candidates who have passed two-thirds of their term of service with a 
member of the Birmingham Law Society, been declared by the 
examiners to be first in order of merit, the Council have awarded to 
him the gold medal of the Birmingham Law Society. Mr. Kemp 
served his articles with Messrs. Campbell, Brown & Ledbrook, of 
Warwick; and Mr. F. Dorman, of London; and obtained the Clifford’s- 
inn prize at the Honours.Examination held in January, 1908, 

BrrmincHam Law Socrery’s Bronze Mepat. 

Harry Wilfrid Jagger, B.C.L., M.A. (Oxon.), having, from among 
the candidates who passed two-thirds of their term of service with a 
member of the Birmingham Law Society, and who has not taken the 
society’s gold medal, attained honorary distinction in the second class, 
the Council have awarded to him the Bee medal of the Birmingham 
Law Society. Mr. Jagger served his articles of clerkship with Messrs, 
Ryland, Martineau 3 Co., of Birmingham; and Messrs. Sharpe, 
Pritchard & Co., of London; and obtained second class honours at the 
Honours Examination, November, 1 
Srepuen. Heetis Prize vor Canpipates FROM MANCHESTER OR SALFORD. 

Gilbert Barrett, having passed the best examination, and attained 
honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal 
founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of Manchester: 
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Mr. Barrett served his clerkship with William Laurence Chew, of the 
firm of Messrs: W. C. Chew & Sons, of Manchester; and obtained 
third class honours at; the Honours Examination held in June, 1908. 
Tue MetrersH Prize. 
Charles Andrew Sutherton Russ, from among candidates who have 
articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the sons 
pee sicitors who have resided or practised in either of those counties, 
having shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property 
and the Practice of Conveyancing, the Council have awarded to him 
the prize founded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of 
Godalmin . Mr. Russ served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Angelo 
Russ, of p ME ah and obtained third class honours at the Honours 
Examination held in November, 1908. 
On report of the Examination Committee, and 
By order of the Council, : 
E, W. Wiuiamson, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
ath of December, 1908. 


The Birmingham Law Students’ Society. 


The annual dinter of’ the Birmingham Law Students’ Society was 
held on Friday in last week, Lord Justice Fletcher Moulton, the 
President, taking the chair..There was.a large attendance, including 
the Lord ‘Chief Justice of England. 

The PRESIDENT, says the Birmingham Daily Post, devoted his 
address to the subject of ‘‘ Case Law.’’ He said there’ was no country 
he knew in which so large a proportion of jurisprudence rested on case 
law as in this country. Originally the law of England was well nigh 
as local as its life. Those were the days in which intercourse between 
different parts of the country was almost impossible, when people lived 
within a few miles of their birthplace all their lives, and when the 
customs of the place were tenaciously remembered by all and infringed 
by anyone at his peril. In those days different laws arose, protected 
by different jurisdictions, and it looked as though nothing but chaos 
could come. But gradually the King’s judges took a larger and larger 
share in administering justice, and drew under their dominion the 
whole of the realm. From that time English common law might be 
said to have had an existence, and it was administered by a very 
remarkable succession. of men, to whom England owed much. Case 
law was, to his mind, the most perfect form of law, because it was 
that which could most perfectly adapt itself. to the cireumstances of 
the case. It had as great precision as statute law, and it was not 
cursed with that uniformity which often did great injustice. He 
would advise them to study the cases which had been decided by those 
whose names were most revered in the history of English jurisprudence. 
Let them study the cases thoroughly, marking the language used with 
reverence, because the language those great minds had chosen was best 
Suited to express their meaning. If they did, they would fit them- 
selves for handing down the great traditions of English law undis- 
figured to future generations. 

The toast of ‘‘The Birmingham Law Students’ Society ’’ was pro- 
posed by the Prestpent, who expressed his warm appreciation of such 
societies. He coupled with the toast the name of Mr. E. H. Ciutter- 
buck, the hon. secretary, who responded. 

z The toast of ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar”’ was proposed by Sir OLIveR 

ODGE. 

*The Lorp Cuter Justice, who responded. for the Bench, said the 
longer a judge sat the more difficult he found it adequately and 
properly to discharge his duties. He was not going to assume modesty, 
or humility, because everyone learned by experience. But at the same 
tame he could say, after nine years’ weak on the Bench,*that there was 
nothing more difficult than to preserve the dignity of a court and 
keep, without irritation to anyone, the course of business in its proper 
channel. There was nothing worse than an absolutely silent judge. 
Counsel did not know what was in his mind. They might be labouring 
to establish propositions on which he was already satisfied, or to ur 

points which he thought of no importance. “On the other hand, 
there was no greater nuisance than a talking judge. No one wanted 
judges to talk, and they ought not to. But it was absolutely necessary 
—and here came in the great difficulty which could only be dealt with 
by experience—that the judge should be able to communicate to counsel, 
without interrupting the course of their arguments, what he wanted 
argued, and the difficulties which he thought they ought to surmount. 

Mr. J. J. Parrirrr, K.C., responded on behalf of the Bar. 

‘“The Birmingham Law Society’’ was proposed by Mr. T. H. 
BeTHELL, and was responded to by the hon. secretary of the society, 
Mr. Epwarp Eversuep. 

Mr. G. A. Baker proposed ‘The Visitors,” and the toast was 
replied to by Mr. A. Powerit, K.C. 

_The health of the President was proposed by Mr. E. W. Cave, the 
vice-president, and was enthusiastically honoured. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law STUDENTS’ Denatine SocrrTy.—Deec. 8.—Chairman, Mr. G. C. 
Blagden.—A lecture was delivered by Mr. ‘R. C. Stephenson, B.A., on 
‘‘The Ways and Means of Becoming a Good Speaker.”’ A discussion 
followed, in which the following gentlemen took part : Messrs. Thomson, 
Di, Horsford, Guest, Henderson, Bartlett, Dowding, Meeke, and Hands. 


Obituary. 
Mr. T. C. Blofeld. 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. Thomas Calthorpe Blofelds 
eo egg aang Pea ooo | = the econ of tg on Saturda: 
last. e was educated at Eton and Trin Cambridge, 
was called to the bar in 1862. He joined the ath-Fastern Cireuit, and 
acquired a considerable tice. He was for some years after 1866 a 
reporter on the staff of the Weekly Reporter, and contributed to this 
journal articles on legal subjects marked by a combination of sound 
aw and humour. From 1877 to 1906 he was Recorder of Ipswich, and 
was chairman of quarter sessions until his retirement in the — 
year. He was president of the Norwich Union Life Insurance Society 
from 1899 to 1906. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


The degree of Doctor of Laws was conferred on Saturday last, by the 
University of Cambridge, upon Mr. H. W. Saw, B.A , LL.M., of King’s 
College, a member of the firm of Messrs. Saw & Sons, solicitors, 52, 
Queen Victoria-street, E.C., and Greenwich, 8.E. 





General. 


The Companies Consolidation Bill was read a second time in the 
House of Commons on the 3rd inst. Mr. Churchill said the Bill was 
simply a consolidation Bill, reproducing the law at present _expreseed 
in eighteen different statutes. 7 had been considered by a Joint Com- 
mittee of a most representative and authoritative character. The Bill 
was read a second time and referred to Committee of the whole House. 


The Royal Commission on the Land Transfer Acts on Thursday in 
last week heard evidence by Colonel Creswell, the head of the mapping 
department of the office of Land Registry. Mr. James E. Hogg, 
barrister, offered suggestions for amending the law as to registration 
of title, and other ‘witnesses were examined as to their personal 
experiences of voluntary registration under the existing system of 
registration of title. 


The Select Committee presided over by Mr. Phipson Beale, which 
has been considering the Trusts- Bill for the codification and con- 
solidation of the law of trusts, have now, says the Times Parliamentary 
Correspondent, decided on their report. They will re that a 
Bill should be brought in in the future for a codifieation of some part 
of the law of trusts, while leaving unfettered the discretion of the 
courts as to equitable doctrines, 


A member of the Bar has, says a. writer in the Globe, found at a 
bookstall a second-hand copy of the “‘ Justice’s Note Book’’ for 1892, 
bearing on its title-page the autograph of Sir Ralph Littler. Some 
well-known words which the late Chairman of the Middlesex: Sessions 
wrote on the fly-leaf of the volume show that he felt a proper regard 
for most of the criticism with which he was assailed. ‘‘A popular 
judge is a deformed creature, and plaudits are fitter for players than 
for judges,”’ is the Baconian utterance in which he found comfort. “‘I 
wish popularity, but it is that popularity which follows, not that which 
is run after. . . . I will not avoid doing what I think is right, 
though it should draw on me the whole artillery of libels, all that 
falsehood and malice can invent, or the credulity of a deluded populace 
can swallow,”’ is the passage he copied from Lord Mansfield’s famotts 
judgment in John Wilkes’ case. 


Mr. C. B. Seymour, writing in the Central Lew Journal, says that 
‘“When Mr. Hargrave was preparing his edition of Coke upon 
Littleton he found a MS. commentary on Littleton (Harleian MS. No. 
1621). He paid for copying it £12 10s. 4d. In 1829 Henry Cary 
published it; its date and the name of its author are unknown. It is 
a book showing great learning and having a style comparable with 
that of Blackstone. It seems strange that a book of such excellence 
and involving so much labour was not published by its author. To 
me it seems probable that the book was written in 1624 by Sir John 
Davies. The preface shews that no commentary on Littleton had 
appeared. On the same page it is said : ‘And the king in his preface 
to his meditation upon the Lord’s Prayer,.doth remember that the 
author of that book titled ‘‘ The Trial’’ wisheth every man to abstain 
from writing any book when pa fifty, which is a good caveat for 
myself.’ As the king (James I.) died in March, 1625, and as Davies 
was born in 1570, my conjecture as to date and author is somewhat 
confirmed. Sir John Davies is the only man known to me of that 
period who such learning and such style. Some pages of 
the remarks headed Littleton and prefixed to the commentary are 
taken from (and credited to) the preface to Sir John Davies’ reports. 
Throughout the comme the references to Sir John Davies’ oo 
are quaint. Thus on page at the end of a sentence translated from 
the report there is added, ‘Sir John Davies’ report, 34 a Nota Litt,’ 
and on page 95 after a citation from those re it is said : ‘Read the 
book.’ Sir John Davies was found dead in his bed December 8, 1626. 
by reason of apoplexy; within two years Coke upon Littleton had 
appeared and thus re a any other commentary superfiuous.*’ 
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It is stated that Judge Bompas will retire at the end of the present 
year. 


At Fulham on Tuesday Judge Selfe opened the new West London 
County Court. It is situated in North End-road; the old court was 
in itehouse-grove, Chelsea. The lease of those premises recently 
van out, and the authorities decided to provide a larger building in a 
more central position. The new building extends backwards several 
hundred feet from the main road. Judge Selfe, upon taking his seat, 
says the Jimes, described the building as a very fine one. So far as 
he could learn from a cursory inspection of the place, they had courts 
and offices which were admirable in every respect. He was afraid 
they would be less easy of access for counsel and solicitors having 
offices in the West End, but they would undoubtedly age a great 
convenience to the inhabitants of that district, which had grown 
enormously since the court was constituted in 1846. The removal of 
the court involved a change of name, since Brompton County Court 
seemed inappropriate. Subsequently, by an order of the Council, the 
name had been changed from the Brompton County Court to the West 
London County Court. 


An interesting little ceremony was enacted at the Law Courts on 
Monday afternoon, when Mr. C. Marrable (clerk to Mr. Hervey 
Smith) was presented with a silver inkstand and a purse of money 
from the clerks in the central office of the Supreme Court in appre- 
ciation of his successful efforts to bring about the closing of the 
offices at one o’clock on Saturdays. Mr. Stringer, head of the depart- 
ment, supported by the central office clerks, presented the inkstand 
and purse to Mr. Marrable, and said that it afforded him great 
pleasure to present this mark of esteem and recognition, because he 
(Mr. Stringer) was aware of the persistent efforts Mr. Marrable had 
made in bringing about the desired change. He also felt a personal 
interest in Mr. Marrable, having known him for a good many years. 
These efforts which Mr. Marrable had made undoubtedly had a great 
influence in bringing about this desirable change, and they wished to 
mark their sense of appreciation of his untiring efforts and to con- 
gratulate him on its successful issue. Mr. Marrable, in reply, 
thanked the clerks and also Mr. Stringer for the kind words he had 
expressed towards him and the handsome way in which the clerks 
appreciated his small efforts. 


In moving the second reading in the House of Commons on the 
3rd inst. of the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill, the Attorney-General 
explained that the object of the Bill is to enable the Privy Council 
and the Court of Appeal to receive the assistance of judges who were 
available for the purpose without any creation of new judges. The 
first. clause would enable a Colonial judge to act as assessor of the 
Judicial Committee on the hearing of appeals from a colony. This 
applied only to cases where the services of such judge happened to be 
available, and enabled the Privy Council to avail themselves of their 
services in proper cases. Then there were Indian judges who were 
happily often in this country, and retired judges who had served in a 
High Court in British India, and whose assistance would be of great 
benefit to the Privy Council. The second section accordingly enabled 
his Majesty to direct that such judges might be made members of the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Cougcil. This applied only to those 
judges who had already the distinction of being Privy Councillors. 
Another section provided that the Lord Chancellor might request any 
judge of the High Court in England to sit as an additional judge of 
the Court of Appeal. The Bill was read a second time and referred 
to Committee of the whole House. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reotsteass 1s ATTENDANCE Ow 


Mr, Justice 
Swinvew Eapy. 
Mr Tindal King 
Bloxam 


Date Emuencexcy Aprrzat Court Mr. Justice 
. A. No, 2, Joror. 


«Dec, 14 Mr Hoxam Mr Farmer 
me Leach Borrer s 
Farmer Greswell Goldschmidt Leach 
Goldsehmidt Beal Church Farmer 
Chorch Goldschmidt Synge FKorrer 
Beal Church Theed Greswell 


Mr. Justice 


Mr Greswell 
Beal 


Mr. Justice 
Pasxes. 


Mr. Justice 
Waxraisoros. Nevitiz 


Mr Leach Mr Church Mr Goldschmidt Mr Theed 
5 Farmer Synge Church Tindal King 
Borrer Theed Synge Bloxam 
Greswell Tindal King Theed Leach 
Beal Bloxam Tindal King Farmer 
Goldschmidt Leach Bloxam Borrer 


Mr. Justice 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


Dee. 17.—Mesars. Destrnau, Trweow, Ricwazpson & Co,, at the Mart, at2: Freehcld 
aad Leasehold « (nee advertisement, page iii., Nov, 28). 


<< 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec, 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Liuirep in Onanozry, 


Comsisxp Avromatic Macurxz Co, Limirrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 9, to send in names and addreeses, and particulars of their debig 
or claims, to William Stewart Gregg, 3 and 5, Crown ot, Old Broad st, liquidator 

Dsesysurres Moron Omurisvs Uo, Liurrep—Creiitors are required, on or before 
Jan 7, t? send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Albert Duncan Barber, Alliance chambers, George st, Sheffield, 
Rodgers & Oo, Sheffield, solors for the liquidator 

La Cornrere, Limrtesp—OCreditors are uired, on or before Dec 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Frederick Elles, 1, Oxford ct, Cannon st, liquidator 

Lame Ooturson & Oo, Liuitzp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, directed to be 
heard Dec 15. Monier-Williams & Co, Great Tower st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Dec 14 


Lvuxot, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, preented Dec 8, directed to be heard Dec 15, 
Osborn & Osborn, Coleman st, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing muat 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 14 

New Zeatanp Acaicurtrveat Co, Liuitep (1m Votuntany Liqurpation)—Creditors 
are required, on or before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and the 
partic’ of their debts or claims, to Percival Davis Griffiths, 5, London wall bldgs, 
Finsbury circus. Wansey & Co, Moorgate at, solors for the liquidator 

Scorrish OOLLIERIEs OF Weetzew Avsteatia, Limite —Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 18, to send in their names and addressee, with particulars of their debtg 
or claims, to Cunison Deans Rankin Walker, 188, 5 Vincent tt, Glasgow, 
liquidator 

Tages Istawp Hore., Liurrep (rw Votuntary Lrqurpation) —Creditors are ere 
on or before Dec 31, to send ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to George B. Freeman, 63, Coleman st, liquidator 

Unrversat Enctreznine Oo, Liurrzp—Creditors are reqiired, on or before Dec 25, 
to send in their names and addresses, with iculars of their debts or claims, to 

T, Flinders, 12, Victoria st, Nottingham, liquidator 

Wivetiscomss &iare Quarzy Co, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
16, to send in their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to Herbert A. Deed, 1, Gresham bldgs. Basing at, liquicator 


Untmaren in CeAncery, 


Piest Caeprrv® Stine-Bowxetr Bur«pine Socrery—Creditors must send in his or 
her claim not later than Dec 31 to Wentworth H. Price, 2!, High st, Cardiff, 
trustee 


London Gazette.—Turspar, Dac. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liutrzep 1m CaanozryY. 


Atiztcn Guano Co, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to send their 
pames and addresees, and the pirticulars of their debts and claims, to Alfred William 
Cook, Baesishaw House, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Arerius, Suzrriz.p, Liuirep—Croeditors are required. on or before Jan 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Th »mas 
Ernest Shuttleworth, Church st, Sheffield. Rodgers & Uo, Sheffield, solors for 
liquidator 

Cours Devaeres, Liutrep (ts Liqorpatiom)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the partisulars of debts or claims, to 
Howard Button, 49, Queen Victoria at, liquidator 

Cotqurrr Moros snp Cargiaee Buritpine Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented 

4, be heard at the Court Houre, Government bidgs, Victoria st, 
Liverpcol, on Dec 18. Tree& Co, Lincoin’s inn fields, solora for the Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon 
of Dec 17 

Duncaw Mitt, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Kevan, 
12, Acresfield, Bolton. Chambers, solor for the liquidator 

E. B, Orznssaw, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 3, directed to be 
heard Dec 16, at the Court House, Quey st, Manchester, at 10. Fisld & Ounning- 
ham, 6, John Dalton-street, Manchester, solors for tbe petners, Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named rot later than 6 o’clock in the afiernoon of 
Dec 16 

Littie Mouwtars Awtmracits Coutizeies, Liurrep—Oreditors are rcquired, on or 
before Dec 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Abraham Bevan Davies, 58, Wind st, Swansea, Picton & Co, 
Swansea, eolorse for the liquidat r 

New Vacvuom Cixzanzr Co, Liurrap—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 19, to 
send their names addresses, acd the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edwin Hiscox, Ruvigny gdaos, Patney, liquidator. 

Norrasex Bamspoo Mawvractssi1se@ Co, Liwiteo—Petn for winding up, presented 
Oct 30, directed to be heard at Bradford, Dec 16, at 10.30 Tatham, Bradford, solor 
to the rs. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later thaa 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 14 

Srrrnxizes Co, Limrrep- Creditors are required, on or before Jan 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the icalars of their debts or cliims, to Arthur Gould 
West, 95, Cannon st. Helliwell & Co, Aldermanbury, solors for the liquidator 

Supan Goup Fiz.p, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the verticulers of their debts or claims, to William 
F Garland, 6, Queen st pl. Francis & Jobneon, Great Winchester st, so!ors 
for the liquidator 

Swanexa Covrvzz Pustic Hovex Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their cebte or 
claims, to Abraham Bevan Davier, 58, Wind st, Swansea, liquidator 











Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette,—¥utpay, Dec. 4. 


Foes, Joum Canpinxa, Leek, Stafford, Printer Jan 21 Ridgway v Fogg, Joyce, J 
Smith, Leek : ; 





Dee. 17.—Mesers, H. BE. Yourznr & Caanrizry, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever. 
sons, Revertions, Policies of Assurance (see adv back page, this week). | 


Swesr, Epwasp Davip, Lymington, Sovthampton Dec 28 Sweet and Ancther v 
tweet and Others, Jadge in Chambers, Ro0m No 202 Saaton, Queen Victoria at 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Dax of Ouate. 
London Gazette.—Toxspay, Nov 24. 
Baxer, Many Reeecoa, Hove, Sussex Jan9 Evershed & Co a Boe 


BagxrietD, Eowasp Foxwe 1, Cheltenham ty. a8 Billings, Chel 
Barrier, Bexsamrx Joserx, Tynmouth rd De a 81 Foulger & Co, 


ater ay Dec 21 %,. Yi% ns -t 
LEY, ISA, Gads .o' 

cong Lootsa Eutty, Ab’ Ann, Hants Dec19 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st 
Buu, Joux Ricuaeps, Kinver, Staffs Dec3i Pritchard, 


BravucLeReE, 


Buackwoop, Acyes, Aberdeen ipk Highbury Jan 10 B Co, Leadenhall st 
Biscpse, Bicuagp Asruve, Solicitor Jan 31 Murray ra Co, Birchin In 
Bowssxc, Eczanor, Hanley Jan2 ock & Sons, Hanley 


, Hexay faomas Walkley, Sheffisid Dec2¢ Harrop, 
—. Jonx, Dover ‘Dec 1 Hallett & Co. Ashfield 
Baouuey, Jouw Ropest, Winchester st, Pimlico Dec 21 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 


Corser, Riowarp Krpsoy, Croydon Dec31 Pothecary & Co, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall 

CRAMPTON, nen A Tomas, Portsmovth, Coal Merchant Jan 1 Cousins & Burbidge, 
Portamout 

Onos, Avavstus Joun Anrave, Liverpool, Commission Merchant Dec 31 Collins & Co, 


Crostox, Jutta, Liverpool Dec31 Snowball & Co, Liverpool 
cats Aveustos Eowarp, Birmingham, Architect Dec 31 Lamb & Ivens, Chelten- 


Excock, oy Wednesbury Dec 23 Slater & Co, Butcroft, Darlaston 

Benen, a = Cheapside, Ribbon Manufacturer's Agent Dec 31 Maitlands & Co, 
Knightri 

Fexpiox, Witi1am, Cambridge Jan 5 Burrows, Cambridge 

Gorst, Witu1aM, East Dean, Glos, Farmer Dec19 Whitcombe & Haines, Gloucester 


Hatt, Marrazw, Monkwearmouth, Durham Dec 21 Storey, Sunderland 

Hatt, Jans, Monkwearmouth, Darham Dee 21 Storey, 

Hat, Ropert, Monkwearmouth, Darham Dec2l Storey, Sunderland 

Harter, Ropeat, Prestwich, Manchester Dec 26 Holt, Manchester 

Hors, Wii.1am, Rockferry, Chester Dec 28 Curwen, 

Howarp, Witt1am, Houghton, Lancs, Farmer Dec 12 Steel, 

Houauss, Faepesicx WILLIAM, Handsworth, Artist Dec 17 howley 40, Birmingham 


Jouxsoy, Henax Epwarp, South Kingston, Surrey Dec 21 Sherwood &Co, Kingston 
on Thames 
Sawa, iow Bases Faances pz, Bedford gdns, Kensington Dec 18 Few & Co, Surrey st 


PRB cg Witt1am James, Taunton, Journalist Dec5 Alms, Taunton 
Masox, Taomas, Doncaster, Jani Kenyon & Son Thorne, via Doncaster 

May, Wittiam, Tunbridge Wells, Dec 28 Morgan, ia 

Meaaitt, — Euizex, Didsbury, Butcher Jan 7 Tallent-Bateman & Co, Man- 


NIoHOLL, iil Redhill, Surrey Dec23 Hunter & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Povutter, Henry, Methley, Yorks, Milk Dealer Dec 21 Harrison & Son, Leeds 


Raw.isas, Geeatp Francis, Bournemouth Dec 31 Chapman & Co, Dover st 
ee Tuomas, West Hightowa, Manchester, Insuraace Broker Dec 23 Farrar & 


Manchester 

Rostron, Autos Axx, 8t Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs Jani Houghton & Co, Preston 
Rorue, Taomas, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Merchant Dec 21 Heath & Sons, afanchester 
Saeanstoye, Georae, Sheffield, Coke Burner Dec 31 pean Sheffield 
Suira, ADA Mary, Penrith Decl5 Smith & Son, Andove: 
Srewart, James, Liandyssil, Uardigan Dec3i Bone & Heppell, Frederick's pl 
Waxrorp, Watters, Great Cornard, Suffolk Dec 30 Rausom & Sons, Sudbury 
Wuautey, Caarces, Fulwood, or Preston Dec 19 Craven & Preston 
Wuirs, Euma, Weston super Mare Dec22 Smith & —. Weaton su: 
beer = = —_ oo” Gloucester ter, Hyde Park Dec 21 

Ds, 
Youne,Haxnau, Leigh, om Dec 30 Marsh & Co, Leigh 


London Gasctte,—Fatvay, Nov. 27. 


Barwarp, Grace, Brighton Nov 27 aahel, Ipswich 
Brs.ey, Tuomas, Gee Cross, nr Mancheste ya Jan 14 Almond & Sons, Man- 


per Mare 
a & 


Bonp, Antu, Bridport, Dorset Dec31 Nantes & Maunsell, Bridpo 
Bowie, eee Muford Haven, Pembroka Dac 31 Evans . Williams, Milford 


Baxworeh, Paaxots Wentworrtn, Bournemouth Jan9 Bone, Bournemouth 
Saree, ates Henny, Harborne, Birmingham, Coal Merchant D-c 12 Hodgkinson, 


Birmingham 
Brows, James Bawatywe Samusy, Snettisham, Norfolk Dec 31 Ward, King's Lyna 
Browsspos, Mary Ann, Bridport, Dorset Dec 3i Nantes & Maunsell, Bridpors 
Bauyt, carnaren Se Newhall, Derby Dec 23 Talbot & Co, Burton on ‘ t 
vara 9 Mary, Whi tefield nr Manchester Dec 10 Tolhurat & Cox, Southend on 


Sonne, Emma, North Brighton, Victoria, Australia Feb 5 Union Trustee Co of 


Cosans, JonN, South Shields Deo 14 Marshall & Bootiman, South Shields 


Doses, Taomas Henay geny pote Newark on Trent, Slater Jani Larken & Co, Newark 
Duseaty, Harry, Firle, ar Lewes Dec 24 Martelli, Staple inn 
Esuevsy, Jouw, Blackpool Dec 31 Parkinson, Blackpool 
Frorenca, ALBert Joux, Bognor, Li Stable Proprieto 
Fox, at Epwaasp, ‘Overstrand pen. mans, temen Park Deas Ponnerd & Pinliteh 
ishopsgate 
Fox, Ooraten Elvington, Yorks Jan16 Crombie & Sons, York 
w, Tuomas, , Kent, Farmer Deo 28 Harris & Harris, Sittingbourne 
Goutpsr, Gzoxar eld Deo 23 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Gazex, Georos, Weeisb , Lincs, Farmer Jan 1 ‘Barker, G 








— Henay, Preston, Civil Bogineer Dec3i WR& w Preston 

au, Crnrata Mecosina Vioiet, Ruthin, Denb' J 0 James Birmingham 
Manus, Gosnes Davin, St Leonara’s rd heen, | 2M, ag & Son, 
Hintox, James, Swindon Jan 14 seein & Oo, Swindon 

qecees, Guess, Fulwood, sheffield Jan 30 Benson & Co. Sheffield 


By Evizasern, Brixton Dec3i Robinson & Vo, Charterhouse aq 
Kiaxaam, Mantua, Manningham, Bradford Jan 16 Staniland & Son, te 
Looxerr, Cuantes Haratson, Liverpool, Solicitor Deo 3l Evans & Co, Liverpool 


Marazn, Jasste, Sta Derby J 

Mev.ey, Many Aen Newtold Ld 4 Take De ll siman & Go, Cleckheaton 
Mapworts, Anni Buzavera Many, olm, Sweden Dec 24 Stevenson & son, 
Mongam, Wittiam, Soarborough Dec 31 W& WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 





Musto, James Zoun, Cottage genre, Mie SER, Sage Dee 39 Rider & Co, New sq, 
Lineoln’s 

Nicuows, Rosert Auuex, Leytonstone, Butcher Dec 31 “vans & Co, Theobalds rd 
Bedford row 

Oxtvsn, Jouy, Westcliff on Sea D2c 31 Forbes & Son, Mark In 


Powers, Geoxce, Barwell, Leicester, Farmer Dec 26 Preston & Son, Hinckley 
Reecs, Epuunp Liews.um Beaxaep, Cardiff Dec 31 Reece & Sons, Cardiff 





Bers, Racast, Penygraig, , Com. Dec x: Morgana & Co, a 
Romer, Hexey Mees 7 Boker 31 J Liverpoo 
Rivorss, Suzerre, Tuab: 31 Andrew & Co. —— 
Rosston, Ricaaaep, Haslingden, eaver Dec31 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Russs.i, Gzoaes, iiaslngen, Lanes We 8 

Janson & Co 


Scuiuizz1, vous Srzrayovios, Cromwell rd, South Kensington Dec 31 
Suoaes, Henry, York Dec2?4 Hayden, 1d 
a, Se Caaszes Scutivan, Golders Dec 23 Crundall & Co, Laurence 
ountney 
Srevens, Marraa Waxes, Liverpool rd, Islington Dec 14 Taylor & Co, Strand 
ante the 4 pam dou, Belgrave mans, Grosvenor gdns "Deo 30 Young 
Laurence Po 
Srooxit, Rosert, Doncaster ie Ta: &C neaster 
Sreenz, Wissan, Thorpe le Se Dec 14 Prior, Colchester 
Sway, Jane, Warkworth, Northum' — Dec 3t Davies & Co Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Swassrick, T'somas, Great Eccleston, Lancs Dec 31 Parkinson, 
Syxes, James, Horbury, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper Dec 28 cam ‘akefield 
Taomasoy, James, Southport, Iankeeper Dec31 Yates, South; 
Taavurr, Apge.aips, Merrow, Surrey Dac 24 Thrupp & Co, Old Cavendish st 
Weuwes, ALraep, Dec 22 eS ee 
WIckHaux, Recinap WHALLEY y, Stroud Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Wi.xes, Sotomos, Bath Dec 31 A&w x | Bs 
Witus, Exizasers, Great Yarmouth Jan7 Wiltshire & Great Yarmouth 
a Cuaistina Many Sr Crate, Acocks Green, Worcester Dec 31 Johnson & Co, 
Wi.soy, Hues, Cheadle, Chester Dec 31 Goulty & Gooifellow, Manchester 
Wixcuoomse, Bens amin, Swindon, Con! Lae Jani4 Townsend & Co, Swindon 
Wo r, Isaac, Liverpool Dec 28 Bartlett & G! es 4 iccadilly 
Woraix, Wittiam Natuay, Great Leighs, Dec 31 Meggy & Stunt, Chelmsfor 
Youxe, Lestrz Gorvox, Cheltenham Feb1 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
London Gazetic.—Turspay, Des. 1. 
Aananene, ( Curt Agno, Castle st, Oxford st, Waiter Jan 7 Goldberg & Co, West st, 
Auuangrowy Wintiat, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 14 Browa & Son, Newcastle upon 
Aceon, are Oldham Dac28 Bolton & Davidson, Bristol 
ANGEL, Susaw Masia, w or 4 > Jan ilé6 Stone & Co, Bath 
ARCHER, Snaes Goa ge Lynn, Norfolk, Solicitor Jan 8 Archer & Archer 
s Lyan, N 
Atiey, Marianne, daten, ae Jan 7 Atley, Clapham common 
Bartiert, Wittiam Hensy, Aston Manor, Warwick Dec3i Reece & Harris, Birming- 
Betiamy, Wittiam Cates Seman, Belvadere rd, Upper Norwood, Wharfinger Dee 31 
—— & Co, Gracechurch 
Bisnop, WiuttaM, Swindon Dec 3 Pain, Marlborough 
Carter, Joux, Openshaw, Manchester, Sawyar Dae 31 Taylor & Co, Manchester 
Caaruin, A.icelsapetta, Deal Dec 31 Attenboroagh, Piccadi a 
a Pair Have, Nantwich, Chester, Wholesale Grocer 31 Hensley & Co, 
fantwich 
Cow .ey, AgTaur Francis Henverson, Blomfield rd, Paddington Jani2 Trinder & Co, 
Leadenhall st 


Dewavast, Atice Anny, Clitheroe, Lancs Jan15 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

Dicxersoy, Haynag, Sutton Bridg:, Linss Jan 2 Mossop & Mossop, Long Satton 

Everest, Janz, St Margaret’s, Twickenham Dec 31 Lee & Watts, Lincola’s inn fields 

een, Auer Lawrence Wi..1am, Upwey, Dorset Dac 31 Burland & Macturk, South 
ave, RSO 

Gave, Mary Janz, Newbury, Berks Jani Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Goma, W1i.14M Jouy, Brentford, Brewer Decl2 Ruston & ~ Brentford 

Gray, Mary Ayn, Parkstone, Poole Jan1 Trevanion & Co, Poole, Dorset 

Hartuey, Wine} oye Ardwick Decl2 Smith, 

Haraerett, Joan Sodbury, ye Jani me . & Bush, Bristol 

Heseat, Sipyey Ntony saré rd, Herne Hill, Printer Deo 26 Kingsbury & 


Brixton 
Hewitt, Jauss, Limest sq Dec 31 Cooper & Co, Leadenhall st 
Jacxsox, Sir Henry Moors, Triaidad,GOMG Jan 12 Blount & Co, Alb»wmarie st 
James, Exoon, Cardiff , Cons Engineer D2ac27 David & Evans, Carduff 
Jonzs, Taomas, Sparehidl aa” Worcester Dec 31 Reece 
Lewis, Hexry, Midhurst Johnson & Clarenc>, Midhurst a 
Lorp, Janet Hay, New York Osa. Janiz Field & Co, L‘nooln’s ina fields 
Luprox, Cuaates, Preston, Provisioa Dealer Dec 2U Gardaer, Laacaster 
Maraer, Faanors, North Shields my 2 Browa & Holliday, North Shields 
Martraews, Gores, Amberley, Glos, Baker Dec 31 Winterbotham & Soas, Stroud 
Nixon, Maaraa, Stanwix, Carlisle Dec 31 Mawson & Gleany, Carlisle 
One, Gocnsesanm, The Oriental Ciub, Hanover sq, Goverament Solicitor Jan 28 
Stidbard & Co, Leadenhall st 
onium Wicuras, Bedford Jan2 Fraser & Fraser, Wisbich 
Repeats, Rev Henay Apeney, Idol la Jan 8 Redpath & Co, Bush Aa Cannon st 
Horrey, Rovear, South Croydon Dec2é Rowland & Hu 
Russsavoke, AvBan, Roydoa, Norfolk, Farmer Jan6é Lyus& Sent Diss 
oom) Maerua, Winlaton, Durham, Licensed Victudler Dec 31 Brown & Son, 


Surra, Henay, eee eaten, Derby, Cab Dec 21 Wilson, Long Batou 


Sraanorway, Exctex, York Jan 16 wr York 

Tarr, Wiccan, Brom' Dee 31 eons € & Shelton. 

Tayor, Groxer, arlngham, Surrey ai fakes pay - Victoria st 

Tayvor, Maay Anx, Waningeam, Surrey & Co, Queen Victoria 

Toremax, Kicaarp Jam Ry ~ La Dee Si Carter & Barter, 
et 

Toutmin, SLLex Jane, Southsea on 12 Smith & Randall, Southampton 

Tuutty, Hexay Rossox, forthumberland Jan 1 Gibson & Co, Newoastle 


conn eaakpeal Dec 8 Ray, Blackpool 
Watye, Wit1am, Earnshaw Bridge, Leyland, Lancs, Innkeeper Dec 12 Rawsthora & 


Watye, Auios, Karnshaw Leyland, Lancs Decl2 Rawathorn & Co, Preston 
Wineaax Majer.Ocn he ‘auns, CB, Piccadilly Dec 31 Johnson & Co, New 


aq, 
a & J 
Witt Grower, Comene, Cah ay Bt as gy Reka 


Winsor, 
Wisox, Wimax, Dec 81 Storey, Sunderland 


Yovune; Lestre Gonpon, Cheltenham Febi1 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 


~ New- 
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THE 


Capital, 


J. FIELD SEALE, Solicitor, Chairman. 

J. FARI“C ANDERSON, Solicitor. 
HAROLD G. BROWN, Solicitor. 

JOHN S. FOLLETT, J.P., Barrister-at-Law. 


OSCAR GRAY, Solicitor. 
J. W. HILLS, "MP., Solicitor. 


JOHN C. HOLMES, Solicitor. 
H. CHAUNCY MASTERMAN, Solicitor. 


THE PERFECT 


Write for particulars. 





231/232, 
£1,000,000. 


TRUSTEES { 


GEOFFREY M. GATHORNE-HARDY, Barrister-at-Law. 


FIRE INSURANCE. 


CHRISTMAS RENEWALS. 


LEGAL 


LONDON, 





STRAND, 


THE Hon. 


DIRECTORS. 


PHILIP MORRELL, M.P., potelice, 
LEWIS M. RICHARDS, zP 
Hon. CHARLES RUSSELL, Solicitor. 
EDWD. HARROW RYDE, Solicitor. 
H.A. SANVERS, Solicitor. 
FRANCIS J. WELD, Solicitor, 
BASIL H. WILKINSON, Solicitor. 
A. T. WILLIAMS, Solicitor. 


PROFIT-SHARING POLICIES. 
OF FIRE INSURANCE. 


HENRY M. LOW, General Manager. 


SYSTEM 





Subscribed Capital, 


Mr. Justice CHANNELL. 
THE Hon. Mr. JusticE BARGRAVE DEANE. 
THE Hon. ALFRED E. GATHORNE-HARDY. 


INSURANCE 
COMPANY, 


WT .C. 
£500,000. 


, Barrister-at-Law. 














Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gatette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 4. 
BECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aaeeey oem, falford, Lancs, Grocer Salford Pet Dec 2 
s, Guonce oe, © Twickenb Chi ni 
ford reser s Ca.ae ce test 
Avraosy, 1LttsaM Josers, <ieeaiies Seatwes, Kent, 
2 a man cae ix; Handel," Land, 
A! , Fasperice ILLIAM Leeds, P 
Bezce, F vides Ce ye cacant 
a, Frepericx, Cawdor, Ross, Hereford, 
Building Contractor Hereford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 | 
Berer, Taneaee Prittlewell, Southend on Sea, Builder | 
‘ Chelmsford Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 30 
geTos, Bexsauixs Tuomas, James Brid Darlaston | 
Seetiee eee ae Pet Nov B Ord Nov 8 
werr, Jons, Boot Manuf: 
es Fag nom . anufacturer Norwich 
Bocxtasp, Feevesice Wi.tiam, Gravesend, Licensed 
- Rutester | Pot Devs Ord Dec z 
Cous, 1z6rn12D, Spencer house “sepa 1, Fins: i 
Court Pet Oct 27 Ord vee ee ee 
py en and Frome Conwrzica, Whit echapel | 


High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Croxes, — haplode Fen, Lines, Farmer King’ 
vit we Kov 30° On Ord Nov 30 % 
Court Pet May 2% Ord July 6 
cee Ord Nov 28 
Eastwoop, Hesxr, Croston, Lanes, Corn Merchant’ 
Travesier Bolt Ord Dee 2 “ 
—- ~; ee Ives, Joiner York Pet Nov 20 Ord 
OctS Ord Dec 2 
mae MT e Glos, Sehoo'master Swindon 
Hames, Atpeer, , Yorks, 
- J Gnd Bee Carter Oldham Pct 
Geoner, M te, St m 


Carron, Howraery Papel (Baronet), South st, | 
High 


Hvuit, Epwaep Piaivates,  aneeete Baker Burton on 
Trent Pet Dec 2 c2 
James, Daas, Pontyp: onda. Grocer’s Assistant Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Dec 1 Ord Dee 1 
| Lawasyor ee en Notts, Bootmaker Notting- 
ham Pet Dec2 Ord Dee 2 
Lz Borr, Kavps, Biddulph mans, Elginav, Manager High 
Court Pet Noy 30 Ord Nov 30 
LocxnArt, Dovso, pant Surrey, Bank Clerk Croydon 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 
| Love ress, Gzoras, | + ae Dorset, Dairyman Dor- 
chester Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
| Luuuzy, Awrsony, Sowerby, nr } ard Yorks, Valuer 
Northalle: 1 Ord 
| Mrrcaztt, Crem Duress, Band , Tower hill, Com- 
mercial Traveller High Court et Nov 6 Ord Dec 2 
Morream, Anraur, Wharncliffe Side, jnr,Sheffield, Builder 
Sheffield Pet Nov 30 ay Nov 30 
| Ory, Louis Hager, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Commercial Clerk 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 30 
| Perey, ALBsRT, eee, Tailor Burtonon Trent Pet 
‘ov 
Poort, Ricwarp, Chaucer rd, Herne Hill High Court Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Dec 2 
Reperave, Samoxt James, Norwich, Corn Merchant 
Norwich Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec2 
Ricuasps, Taouas, Weston super Mare, Somerset, Builder 
Bridgwater Pet Nov14 Ord Dec2 
| Spamrow, Jxsse, eh Cycle Agent Banbury Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 
Tarioz, Svan Jar, Wandsworth te Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Dee 2 Ord D 
Tuomas Owen Ropert, Bradford, , Grocer 
Manchester Pet Nov 30 O1d Nov 30 
Tawo, Wiit1am Hewey Samvet, Finlay st, vem, Corn 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 
her ~ G F, Wealdstone High Court Pet Now 7 Ord 
‘ov 30 


Wateenovuss, Atyazp Heszy, Boston, Lincs Manu- 
factarer’s Agent Boston Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 

| Warrraxee, Joux, Brookside, Wil Lancs, Cotton 
Spinner ” Blackburn Pet'Deo | Ord'Das 1 

| | Wirr, Cuanuas Wiasex Warwick, Birmingham, Maou- 


facturer of Aseptic Hospital Furniture Birmingham 
} Pet Dee 2 Ond Deo 


on = Grorcz Hen 





Coox, tee? Ord Dea 2 Kent, Baker Maidstone Pet | 
Decer, Witssan Carzetsotox, Butterwick 
soTO™N ick, Lines, Farmer 
om Pet Novis 

Nov 
Daman £6 Brighton, Stockbroker’s Manager Brigh- | 

Pe Nov i2 

Preston pet Me Nov 29 = d Bor 90 





he ran, Barzow in Parnes, Quarry 
P win Farness Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 


| Amended Notice substituted for that gottiches in the 
London 


of Nov 
| sromsy, Kexest, Perth rd, Lordship 
Varmer Kdchoston Pet Oct ix Ord Hor 


Amended N. for that published in the 
Vocign Gases tt Meroe, 
Passos Atsunt Bowaap 
AGE, Jadu? Onn , South Ealing, 


pg Green, 





Amended Notice substituted for that Pablished § in the 
London Gazette of Dec 1 


Noregatz, Caagizs Eoxuuxp, Newport, 
Stafford Pet Novié Ord Nov 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. ' 


AnTHOxy, peeasees Josers, Bromley Common, Laundry- 
man a 4 at 11.30 132,. York rd, Westminste# 


Bri 
Barwow, eisonsen Wittram, Hunslet, Leeds, Pattern 
Maker Decil4atili ff Rec, 24. Bond st, Leeds 
Barrrain, James Wins, Stoke by Nayland, Buffolk Dee 
15 of Ean Great Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st, 


Caulenanit Wri11am Watson, West Kirby, Cheshire Dee 
15 at il Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Coun, Grsoveree, Seocoet howse, Gos South a pl, Finsbury Dec 
16 at 11 
Conwreicn, Leoroup, and  Gaceee’ Oe Couyreton, White- 
chapel rd, Boot Dealers Dec 15 at 12 Bankruptcy 
st 


Cos, HOMAS, Cleeve Prior, ber sg Market Gai dener 
Dec 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Worces' 

Cox, Toomas, Tudor st, Whitefriars, > Victualler 
Dec 14 at 1 bldgs, Oarey st 


Balop, Printer. 


Datwoop, Groner a Buaixe Stoke under Ham} 
Grocer - Dec 15 Off 


Somerset, Reo, City chmbra; 
Catherine st, Salisbury 


Daya. Oe CaaegLes ‘senran Ropert, Moss Side, Manchester, 
S licitor Dec 14 at 3 Off Reo, Byrom st, Man- 
ester 


De Metrrg Howrurty Faancis, South st, Park In 
Dec 14 at 11 eee Nae. ow rey st 

Eoxensiey, Joun Ainswoura, Biackpool, Rate Collector 
Dec 14 at 3 Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

EsGiasp York, Joiner Veciéat 3 Off 
Ree, The Red House, 1, ¥ 


aie Tuomas, Tony p Glam, Grocer ‘Dec 16 at 
Off , Post Diftios ‘chmbrs, sng oy 
utes Joux ‘Antuvr, aaa ob em A. Assistant 
Dee 12 at 11 Off Ree, Byrom st 


Hopasom, Grorae RopagLt Middlesbrough, rough, Commission 
4 Deo 16 at 8 Off Rec, Court chmbra, Albert rd; - 


Middles' 

Iaeiaxv, Evwin, Blackley, Mamchester, Confectioner Dec . 
12 at 10.30 Off Beo, Byrom rom st, Manchester 

James, poe Pontypri Grocer’s Assistant Deo 14 at 
12 Off Ree, Denaty Caney, Fos Townhall, Merthyr Tyd 1, 

Kew. Samer Cheshire, Commission Agent 
Deo 12 , Byrom st, Manchester 

Ls ae 


mans, 8) » Man 
Deo 14 at bir steese cate s 


Loces, GuonGina, pede peony Victualler 
Sa Fay Me ay ate row, COheeter . 


Dorset, Deo 
erie a as "On tee. Rec, City chmbrs, at, 


Heepeart Ives, 

















n the 


Printer 


undry- 
minster 
>attern 
8 

k Dee 
ool st, 











MourrrorD, Farperick, Kidderminster; Oarpet Designer 
Deo 14 at 2.15 - "Lion e Hotel, Teddereinater 

Norgare, CHanves Eouusp Newport. Salop, Printer Dec 
}4at 1115 Swan Hotel, Stanford 

Paugecr, LeeMitTs Geonce, Gorleston, Great Yarmouth, 
Carter Dee 12 at 12 Off Bec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Puc. Ex!, Wolverhampton, Grocer Dec 14at ll Off Rec, 

‘olverbampton 

oe ae Joux Henry, New Shoreham, Sussex, Grocer 
Dec 14at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion b'dgs, Brighton 

Taya, WittiAm Hewry Bamuet, Finlay st, Fulham, Corn 

Dee 14 at 12 ee a 
TuRTLE, AG Wealdstone Dec 14 atil Bankruptcy bldgs, 


way 4 as Guival Cross, Guival, Cornwall, Aerated 
Water Mauufacturer Dec l5ati2 Off Rec, Boscawen 


st, Trure 
Wiaent, Joun Hewry, Rock vata 4 Chester Dec 15.at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Vi st, 


Liverpoo! 
. Georaa Duncan, Suasston, D-aby, Grocer Dec 12 
War L30 Off Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Assotr, a Salford, Lanes, Grocer Salford Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dec 


Wittan, Hunelet, Lecds, Pattern 
Leeds Pet Decl. Ord Dect 
Bescon, Frepesick, Wyeland, Cawdor. Ross, Hereford, 
Building Contractor Hereford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov30 
Brnton, Bexsamcs Tomas, Daasten, Staffs, Carter Wal- 
sall Pet Nov28 Ord Noy 
Boowers, Joux, bag neg 9 Boot Manufacturer Norwich 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 3 
Suiksaie. "VRapaaicn Wirtsaxi, Cromenent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Rochester Pet Dec2 Ord 
CoHNReicg, “iris and Rosert Fe 0 AG White- 
Boot Dealers High Court Pet Dec 2 Ord 


Dec 2 
Coox, By Honsons Al sehen, Kent, Baker, Maidstone Pet 


Cox, WILLIaM, ee. Ly ed Fruiterer Newcastle on 
e Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 30 

Ceoxer, Janne, Whe plode a Lines, Farmer King’s Lyna 
Pet N Ord Nov 30 

Davey, ai Carsixetox, Butterwick, Lines, Farmer 
Boston Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Eoxenstey, Jonn AInsworta Biaskpedi, Rate Collector 
Preston Pet Nov13 Ord Deo 

Exetayp, Hersert Ives, York, Pinto York Pet Nov 30 
Ord Nov 

Gotp. Mosas Aaron, Rectory rd, Stoke Newington Clothier 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 30 

—_ a Moseley,'Carter Oldham Pet Dec 2 

Harrisow, Atice, Morecambe, Glass Dealer Preston Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Haratsox, Aurrep Gzrorer, er wae Stonemason 
Preston Pet Nov 30° Ord Nov 

High ‘a Peckham High 


Hopasox, Groner Repmect, pes iddlesbr h, Commission 
Agent Middlesbrough Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
es a Spek. 7 _ Hotel Mansger Canter- 
jury 
Hone, Geowon, Abergele, *otel Keeper Bangor Pet 
nN) ‘ov 30 
Hoours, ene Leominster, Hereford Leominster Pet 
1 


Dect Dec 
Hout, Eowarp. Whitwi See, Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet Dec2 Ord 
Jxuns; Davrer, Pontypridd, | as Assistant Merthyr 
dfil Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 
Tixus, a Sheffield, Motor Agent Sheffield Pet 
Nov Ord Dec 1 


Shae Lianfiba nr Borth, Cardi- 
gan, stwyth Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 30 
Lawaence, edb a pe Notts, Bootmaker Notting- 
Lz _ ‘oe 2 Ord Deo’ h. Elgin Manager 
ULT,, ura. Biddulph mans, ay, 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Looxaart, Dovao, » Bank Olerk Croydon Pet 
Leviton pn nay, AEP Dorset, Dairyman Do 
VELESS, GEORGE, mayne, Do r- 
chester Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Loutsy, AntHoxy, Sowerby, nr Thirsk, Valuer North- 
allerton PetDect! Ord Decl 


Mitts, Sypszy ‘Groner, Bedminster, Bristol, Baker 
Bristol Pet Novy 20 Ord Dec 


Hegsert, Wituram James, 
Pet Nov3 Ord Deo 


Jenkins, our — 





Morrra, Artuur, Wharncliffe Side, nr Sheffield, Builder 
Shetfied Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 30 


Mvxon, a my Fi rd, Peckham, 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct28 Ord Decl 
Ory, Louis Haney, Leighon sea; Essex, 
Clerk Chelmsford Pet Nov3) Ord Now 80 


Peerscr, Leauitrre Grorce, Go Great Yarmouth, 
Carter Grest Yarmouth Pet Nov 26 Ona Nov 30 
Pexxixs, Patwip Eanast, and Witiisam Liona, ALEXANDER 

Jounstown, Hoddesdon, Herts, Job Masters Hereford 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 30 
Perey, A.sert. Uttoxeter, , Tailor Burton on 

Trent. Pet Nov 30 onbes 
Reperav: a — Corn Merchant Nor- 
wich Dec 2 Ord Dec 
eau bg Mansion House chmbrs, Builder 
80 —s Lo a Ord Nov 17 
LAREK, — Knight Tie Skirt Manufacturer High 
Court Nov 6 Ord Dec 
—— ‘Aerave Tott, Bristol, Denger Bristol Pet Nov 2 
Suerrie.p, Arrive James, oe st, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet hang al 27 Ord Nov 30 
Soprrperc, Orcar Eaic, Great James st, Lisson gr 
ii- icensed Victualler High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord 


26 

Sparrow, Jesse, Banb Cc ent Banbury Pet 
or do Gears ee 

Tuomas, Owen Soeaie: a y Bree: Grocer 

Vv. J E a Ryd i of W. Mo Hotel K N rt 

ARDY, Jouw Emeary, e, eeper Newpo' 

and Ryde Pet Nov 10’ Ord Nov 

Veirca, James Epmuuwp, and Sawer 2 Seale Newcastle on 
ane paar reg ‘Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nové Ord 

ov 

Warernoust, Atrrep Heyry, Boston, Lincs, Manufac- 
turer's Boston Pet'Deci1 Ord Dec 1 

Wuirtaker, Joux, Brookside, Wilp:hire, Lancs, Cotton 
Spinner Blackburn Pet Dec 1 P Ord Decl 

Winxwoerts, Taomas, Wool Coleman st, Stock 

High Court Pet 8ept2 Ord Dect 
Wirt, Cuaates WititaM, in Non re De of 
Aseptic Hospital Furniture 


ham Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dec 2 
Youttres, Wit114M, Victoria st, Architect High Court Pet 
Sept 18 Ord Nov 30 


London Gagette,—Turspay, Dec 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aaron, James Atrrep, Leeds, Licensed Victualler Leeds 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 


Bess, Epwaarp, Forden, Montgomery, Farmer Newtown 
Pet Dec3 Ord 
Bevitt, Jonny Swautow, Thorne, Yorks, Tailor Sheffield 
Bowrea, Wi Sag Taunton Pet 
wrer, Witt1amM Gaorce, Bridgwater Taun 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Brace, Davin, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Coal Merchant Car- 
diff Pet Nov2 Ord a 
Dengan, Heras, ierne Bay dentetinay Pet Oct 28 Ord 


Curtin, Henay, Kingston upon ae, Platelayer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Danes, Haazotp Eowaarp, Croydon, Tobacconist Croydon 
3 


Pet Dec 3 Ord vec 


Etuiorr, Georcs, King William st, Compatty Promoter 
High Court Pet Oc on a gee 


— Oct 6° Ord 
Evans, Faepertcx GuiasBayrn, Tirydail, Coach 
Builder Ca Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Paseretin Josera Psacy, Chelmsford Chelmsford Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Foap, Euma, and Louisa Mary Croox, Manchester, 
Milliners’ Manchester be ap Ord Dec 3 
Garpyss, A C, Homefield rd yy i Tobacso Dealer 
High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 
Goopine, CaagLes ALFRED, at rd, Manor Park, 
a — — Court’ Pet Dec 5 Ord Dee 5 
w, Horace Kray, Surbition, Solicitor rrey 
H 2 ~ noo pe SIRES Baker Birmingha: 
ARVEY, FREDERICK, m 
Pet Dec3 Ord 3 


Hixon, Exias, 8t M terr, Paddington High Court 
‘ Pet Nov 18 Ord Deed 
erborne, Carriage Builder Yeovil Pet 


Kiweurietp, Annie, Strangeways, Manchester, Peak 
Manufacturer Manchester Bet Nov18 Ord 8 


Masrtess, Hexey, and Atrarp Gronor Masrens, Hackney 
4, Provision Merchants High Sourt Pet Deo 5 Ord 


6 
Marrocks, Samort Groner Satie, Devon, Farmer 
Bieter Pet Nov 20 Ord Dee : 
Jous, N Baker Nottingham Pet 
Moons, Joue Wa Ruddington, Notts, Tailor 
OuN 1LLTAM, 
Nottingham Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec2 


Dec 5 Dee 
Pagkixson, Watrer Sutru, Grimsby, Fish ‘Merchant 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Pearse, T: s Cricklewood, 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord Aug 26 
Puiu, » Ayxiz Pattie, Colne, Children’s 


Pixceixe, Joun, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed 
Newp a, ee Pet Nov'18 Ord Nov 39 
Peetn.! + Florist. Kidderminster 

Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 


Resete, pon Saxee, Farnham, Builder Kingston Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5 


Samways, Witiiam Jou, High st, Acton, Coal Merchant 
s —- Pet Novi6 Ord Dec 4 
MON, RDY, Holioway 
Gourd. Pot Nowa” Ord Des 8 
Simon, (pa, ose rd, Pianoforte Manufacturer High 
Court Ord Nov 123 


Simpson, Myra, Pwilheli, Genicivens Biteet Portmadoc 
Pet Dec4 my =: 
Srockiey, Mengst Epoar, High st, Borough, Victualler 
High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Dee 3 . 
Commission 


Taaa, — CHARLES, PE = TOR 
Sheffield Pet D. Dec 


Tooury, te Witu1am, Kingston upon > byte aa 
Huli Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 
Waep, Hewry, Portsmouth, Boot Maker Pottemouth 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dee3 
Wasnane Epmoxp, Burnley, Weaver Burnley Ord 
5 Pet DecS 


Dec 
Warie.ry, Harey, Hebers, Middleton, Lancs, Herb Beer 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet Dec4 Ord Decd 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Saye, some A.rarp, Leeda, Licensed Victualler Dec 16 
il Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
pr. % Grorce Geyer, Twickenham, Chemist Dec 18 
ati2 14, Bedford row 
Brica, Faepeaicx, Wyeland, Cawdor, Ross, Hi 
Contractor Dec 16 at lz 2. Offs» st, 


Bevirt, io Swauiow, Thorne, Y. 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 


at 11.30 182, York rd, X 
Davey, Wiritus Caratxerox, Buxer Lines, Farmer 

Dec 16 at 2.45 Off Rec,4 and 6, West st, Boston 
orn Merchant's 





Monumental Mason Dee 16 at 
Hai On Red at, Pull et, Derby 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


aa, MOORGATE evuraaanaewe, LONDON, 





FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTAGLISHED iN t80iI. 








EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


been conducted under the 
tion. 


X 6380 Appeals to Quarcer 


eessions neve, 
supervision of the Oorpora: 


=a 





Saltable Insurance Clauses for Inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 





SO 


. matorereewarnn ae — 
Saeaeeeneeteenns tema temetreneitietenemaementonidinn teperioees pec: name enece: ner aera Te ae 
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126 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Dec. 12, 1908, 
= —— 
MarreniG ab 1120, Off Heo 13, Winskley si, Preston | Acoountant  Bearborough’ Pot Oos 28 "Ord Dee 4 CRANLEIGH SCHOOL, SURREY. 
Hanztson, yee Glass Dealer “‘Doe.i6 at 11.45 | Butt, Tom ne a, Boot Dealer High Church of England Public ron 
inckley st, Court Pet Oct20 Ord Dec 1 Royal Charter. Fees £39 (in tory House), P| 
Hay, Tourn, Litrinchamn, Cheshire, Groce Dec 16 at 2.30 Curis, on uganten,Lerhoure pk, Kew Gardens Wands- nd £35 per annum, nr prepared for the Uni, 
an Rone, Shefiad, 8 jurgeon Dec 16 at 12 Off conn, a + -|} = Hull, , amaleger Kingston life. Valuable So for Bape wa the Universities. Entrang 


Hiro, Extas, 8t’ "a ter, Paddington Dec 17 at 1 


st 
—_—_ be Sheffield Dec 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree 
Locx#arr, meeet, howe, Surrey, Bank Clerk Dec 18 


at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bri 


, Court ‘@ubes, Albert rd, Middles- 


nr Thirsk, Yorks, Valuer Deo 


a Many Extey, Leeds, Costumier Dec 16 at 11.30 


Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Harotp Percy, South oan Traveller 
Dec 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bid 
Mantix, Agtave Ciement, Clown, "Derby, Dee 17 
atll Off Reo, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Marruevws, on as Se ae » Hereford Dec 16 at 
230 2, Off 
Rtn, Guano, Stockland, Devon, Farmer 
Dec 17 at 11 Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Matton, Jonx, Rise, N ,» Baker Dee 17 
at hi Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Mircus.t, Crain Duraze, Savage gans, Tower hill, Com- 
mercial Traveller Dec 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


st 
RE, JOHN b ee > Notts, Tailor Dec 16 
k 


atll Off at, Nottingh’ am 
Pearss, Tuomas dex, OoGricliowood Dec 16 at 11 Bank- 


Poote, Tuomas Kidderminster, Florist Dee 17 at3 Li 

’ al on 
Hotel, Kidderminster 

Poors, Kicaanp, Chaucer = Herne Hill Dec 17 at 12 


bldgs, Carey st 

Revorave, Samcgt James. Norwich, Corn Merchant Dec 
16 at330 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 

Rosiss, panes ALFRED, Builder Dec 18 at 12 
182, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Saspe,j Bensauin, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer 
Dec 17 at3_ Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Nottingham 
sw, Harpy, Holloway rd, Pianoforte + cred Dec 
16 at Bankru; igs, Carey st 

Gum, mane Holloway rd, Pianoforte Manufacturer Dec 16 


Ey oh 
ak ESSE, 2 17 at 11.30 
1, St Aldates, Oxf _ he 


y, Eaxest Epoar, Hifies st, Borough, Victualler 
Dec 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Tayiton, Sanaz Janz, Wandsworth ‘rd, Provision Merchant 
Dec 18ati1l Bankruptcy bidgs. , Carey st 

Tuom, James, Boughton Aluph, nr "ashford, Kent, Farmer 
Dec 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Tuomas, wy tae Rosert, Bradford, Grocer Dec 16 at 3.30 
Off ‘Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wareenover, gue Henry, Boston, Lincs, Manu- 
facturer’s Agent Dec 16 at 3.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, | 
West st, Boston 

Wartsos, Fazpericx Cuaartes, hedge ig Gain. 
Grocer Nov 16 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
bridge 

Wrrt, Caanres Wiit14u, Lozells, Aston, Warwick, Manu- 
facturer of Aseptic Hospital Farniture ., Dee 17 at 12 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 


Youxa, Geonce Hustes, Barrow in wa Quarry Pro- | 


Dec 16 at 11.30 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, 
in Furness 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
AAnzos, come Arazp, Leeds, Licensed Victualler Leeds 
Pet Ord Dec 2 
pm... aseen Joseru, Bromley Common, Kent, 
Croydon 


Ne 
Bevirr, Joux Swattow, Thorne, Yorks, Tailor Sheffield | 
Pet Dee3 Ord Dec 3 


Bixosam, Gronaixa, Herne Bay Canterbury Pet Nov 6 
Ord Dec 2 rf id i 





Cam- | 





| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


Dasa sean eral Croydon, ‘Tobacconist Croydon 
Pet Ord Dec 5° ton 


ane Siaeny, Croston, Lanes, Corn Merchant’s 
Traveller Bolton Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 4 

Evans, Faeperick Guaepeyn, Tirydail, | Coach 
— a ae ——’ aa 

Evans, omas, Ton y, Grocer ontypri 
Pet Nov 16 ‘ord Bee 2 

Banseea, Joszpx Psrcy, Chelmsford Chelmsford Pet 
Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 


Forp, Emma, and Lovisa Mary Croox, Manchester, 
Millimer Manchester Pet bec3 Ord Dec3 
Gatxs, JAMES ARTHUR, Lop amy A Glos, Schoolmaster 
Swindon Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 
Goopine, CHARLES ALFRED, » — rd, Manor pk, 
—— t High Court Pet Dec 5 Ord 
c 5 


Hanvey, Poorest, ening ingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 4 ° 


Haweey, Ms JANE, igh Streatham, > aed 
Furnisher Wandsworth Pet t sept 2 Ord Dec 

HewrsHatt, Samusy, Stockport, Postman Stockport Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Dec3 

Hit, i seen om, Carriage Builder Yeovil Pet 

ec 

Lyrtu, Jonn Witi1am, Portrack, Stockton on Tees, Carter 
Stockton on Tees’ Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 

Macapam, James Nicor, Queen Victoria st, Business 
Agent High Court Pet May 26 Ord Dec 2 

Marspex, Magy Extten, Leeds, Costumier Leeds Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dec4 

Marsuatt, Harotp Percy, South Woodford, Essex, 
Travelier HighUourt Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Marutzsoy, Kexneta Rouanp, | cee Sussex High 

Oct 19 Ord Dec 2 

Ma.iors, Jonx, Sherword Rise, ingame, Baker 
Nottingbam Pet Dec 4 Ord D 

Mircas.t, Crri, Duryes, Savage ae. Tower hill, Com- 
mercial Traveller HighCourt Pet Nov6é Ord’ Dec 5 

Moore, Jons WILtiam, gten, Notts, Tailor Not- 
tingham Pet Noy 23 Ord Dec 

Morais, ALEXANDER JouN, cctetiom, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Dec3 Ord Dec5 

Paintsr, Henry WILKINs, Pi —. Glos, Baker 
Cheltenham Pet Dec 5 

Paskrvson, WaLTEs SMITH, paady Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Great Grimsby Pet Dec3 Ord D 

Paiturp, Evizapetu, and Ayvyig on Colne, Lancs, 

hildren’s Outfitters Burnley Pet Dec2 Ord vec 2 


Pixcurne, Joun, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
Newport, Mon Pet Novi8 Ord Dec 3 


| Poorer, Soeuan, Kidderminster, Florist Kidderminster 
Ord Dec 2 


Pet Dec 2 

| Rostrox, Harry, an, Salston, Notts, Painter Derby 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

—*, Nw g a, Carnarvon, Draper Portmadoc 

Dec 4 
Me... 9 Ryogr, East Stoneh 
mouth Pet Novl4 Ord Dec4 

Srepmas, Ciirrvorp, and Erangst Gaminara, Romford rd 

Forest , Builders High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord 


Tace, Eowis Caarvzs, Hilleborough, py Commis- 
sion Agent Sheffield Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 

Tayior, Saran Jaye, Wandsworth rd, Satins Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Decs 

Tootey, Jouw Wii1i1am, Kingston upon Hull, Watchmaker 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Dee 4 P Ord Dee 4 

Taise Writ1am Henry Samoet, Fulham, Corn Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Warp, Heyry, Rotaey, _eieneuth, Bootmaker Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec Ord 

Wuits, Water ods Hamer, Oxford, Hairdresser 
Oxford Pet Nov17 Ord Dee 





Cc trapt, Ply- 


Bisygy. Grorce Gospon, Croydon, Flour Factor Croydon | Warr Seem, , Burnley, Weaver Burnley Pet Dec 


Pet Nov 23 Ord 


Ord 


i. ee paaen, Bridgwater Taunton Pet Come Meest, Hebers, Middleton, Yel aaa peal 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 





The Oldest The Oldest Insurance Office in in the World. 








y 
—th| 











% 
Nf ompice 
Copeed (rom Poliag dated 1738, 








SUN 


lasurances effected against the following risks :— 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE,| and EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 


PIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BORGLARY, 





FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 








FIRE. 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 


including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND 


ice of England, Mr. 
wc. MP. and C.’E. Chadwick Healy, Esq., C. 
—— for admission to be to the Bey, 
@. 0. Auten, D.D., Headmaster. 


FF. PARTNERSHIP Required in well. 
blished Country Practice (Midlands 
by Solicitor (27), Public School and University man, 
£3,000 or more; accustomed to work without supervigion, 
—a to Agnotp & Co., 60, Queen Victoria-stred, 


Pgtm (good references) offers well-fur 
ae two Bedrooms; electric light; he 

3; excellent board (optional); eeee station (Waterloo 

= IF mins) pore Tube, City.—35, Portman-avenue, Bast 


p4Bes ER, Investor Required, with £2,000, 
in high-class commercial enterprize, capable ot 
earning £8,000 per annum net profit; investor can draw 
£30 per month on account in priority to advertiser, 

money under own control.—Principals and solicitors o 
address Box 3651, “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chan. 
cery-lane, W.C. 


 faentaysy by a Solicitor just admitted, 

22, a Clersship in a Town Clerk’s Office; 
was artitiod to &@ country solicitor with many publi 
appointments, and has had experience in Conveyaucing, 
Poor Law and District Councii work ; also served ihe lag 
year in town in an Agency and Vrarliamentary Office, 
—Replies to A, Z., care of Robbins, Billing & Ov., 213, 
Strand, London, W.0, 


ORTH LONDON OFFICES. —Solicitors 
requiring Branch Offices can find excelleat accom. 
modation at 262, Hollowsy-road, right opposite Holloway 
Station, G.N. and Piccadilly Tube ; reat from 10s, weenly, 
—Falter particulars from Haneens, as above. 


IREDERICK’S-PLACE, OLD JEWRY.— 

To Solicitors, Accountants, and Others.—10O BE 

LMT, a Suite of Four Light Room:,— apply to Mesars, 8, 
Watxesr & Son, 22, Moorgate-street, E.U, 


Houas D VILLAS ROAD, Kensington, 
Zones a Doable-fronted Detached House 
arranged on two floors, with easy staircase, admirably 
suited for an invalid or elderly people; three good recep- 
tion rooms and w.c, on the ground floor, four capital bed- 
rooms, g-room, bath-room (h. and c.), w.c. and 
lavatory (hb. and c.) on the first floor, excellent aomesuc 
offices; over £500 has just been expended on the premises 
in high-class sanitation, electric bght, new stoves, &,; 
rent £130 per annum, eg J to Franx Swars, 170, 
High-street, Notting-hill-gate, 


> —Leasehold Investment for a 
soln = vB bnasiness or high-class resi- 
dential progeny, est-end preterred; uuexpires term 
50 years; must be let on full repairing lease to 
tenant and produce £150 iy’ annum clear.—Particulars 
to E, W., care of Hampton & Sons, 2 and 3, Cockspur- 
street, 8. W. 





























ROLEROns OFFICES (City of London). 
—Excellent Offices are now available, singly or in 
suites ; passenger lifts; good accommodation anu atienda- 
ence; on view daily ; low rentals ; very near Bishop: 
gate (Metro.), Broad - street, and iverpool - street 
siations. Specially recommended. Suite of four offices, 
£120 per annum (Sxtares optional). Rent free till Cariat- 
mas.—Apply, Mamnaeze, 36, Camomule-street, Bishops 
gate-street, 6.C,; or write Messrs, Fuazer, 3, Warwick- 
court, Gray’s-inn, W.O. 


UNIQUE WEST END BITS, 


¥REEHOLD., 
M4eN IFICENT CORNER POSITION, 
total frontage about 160 feet, area 6,000 wane 
square feet, to be Let or Soild ; full details to princi 
their authorized ye only — Bole Agents, Wecomah 
Denys & Co., 43, rali-mall, 5.W 


ESSRS, ROGERS & COATES have 

funds of £10,000, £6,000, £2,000, and £1,000 avail- 

svle for investmentin Preehola Ground-rents wo pay 4 per 

cent.— Owners, so'icitors, or * please eenu dowils 
to 68, Lincoin’s inn-fielda, W. 


£80) ~~ Moxtgnge . Required, secured upon 

yo cane ro each letung at £36 per 
sunum; neo ——— of interest. — Aadress, 004, 
Seli’s Advertisiug ces, Piectamest, E.O, 














£700. — Leasehold Ground-rent, producing 
£53 per annum; absolute) 
teu; 28 years to run property in dive part ol 





° £2.764,234. 





treatnam ; invest, —Particulars 
Harpy, Bout Canewden-sond, Weatcliff-on- ag ; 







